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Collaboration can inspire professional learning, improve teaching practices, and impact 
student learning and well-being. Yet, not all types of collaboration yield these desired results, 
as is in the case of Elementary School (ES) at Paradise International School (PIS; a 
pseudonym). This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) presents a problem of practice 
(PoP) that addresses the lack of intentional and strategic collaborative practices at PIS. Within 
a pragmatic worldview, this OIP is grounded in a socioconstructivist theory, one that frames 
three chosen interrelated leadership models: transformational, constructivist, and distributed. 
A synthesis of these theoretical foundations results in three leadership principles and 10 
leadership behaviours that underpin this OIP, which is steered by this change vision: teachers 
work and learn interdependently in high-performing teams and are collectively responsible 
for the learning and well-being of all students. This vision, along with the key priorities and 
the diagnosed needed changes, were utilized to develop the outcomes and goals of the 
change. Furthermore, after examining the possible solutions to address the PoP, a research- 
and practice-based decision was made to implement coteaching and collaborative inquiry in 
an integrated manner. The change path model was chosen to lead the change process and used 
to develop the 2-year action plan. The multifaceted action plan of this OIP has three 
integrated components: an autonomous and programmed change implementation plan, a 
context-specific monitoring and evaluation framework, and a participatory and persuasive 
communication plan. This OIP concludes by considering ways to ensure the sustainability 
and evolution of effective collaborative practices at PIS. 
Keywords: transformational leadership, constructivist leadership, distributed 
leadership, change path model, coteaching, collaborative inquiry 
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Executive Summary 
Collaboration among teachers can reduce within-school variability on learning 
outcomes because the organization then relies not on one or two stellar teachers but rather the 
effectiveness of teams (Hattie, 2015). Collaboration is likely to improve professional 
practices significantly and, in doing so, positively impact all student learning (Hargreaves & 
Fullan, 2012; Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; Harris, 2014; Sharratt & Planche, 2016). 
However, not all collaboration is effective or yields these desired results; for instance, the 
case of the Elementary School (ES) at Paradise International School (PIS; a pseudonym). 
This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) is a three-chapter theory- and evidence-
informed investigation that addresses a problem of practice (PoP) identified as the lack of 
intentional and strategic collaborative practices at PIS. Within a pragmatic worldview, this 
OIP is grounded in a socioconstructivist theory one that frames the three chosen interrelated 
leadership models: transformational, constructivist, and distributed. Synthesizing these 
theoretical foundations results in three leadership principles (LPs) and 10 leadership 
behaviours (LBs) that steer the development and future implementation of this OIP. 
The theoretical underpinnings of this OIP are described in Chapter 1. It begins with a 
review of the organizational context, including PIS’s history, organizational structure, salient 
leadership practices, and guiding statements. The practices that shape and substantiate the 
PoP are described through a brief literature review, Bolman and Deal’s (2017) structural and 
human resource frames, and an analysis of ES meeting agendas using Horn et al.’s (2017) 
taxonomy. Chapter 1 also identifies two priorities and proposes the following change vision: 
Teachers at PIS work and learn interdependently in high-performing teams and are 
collectively responsible for the learning and well-being of all students. 
The change drivers that will facilitate the implementation of the change are introduced 
in Chapter 1: a high level of relational trust, the literacy coach and learning leaders, the 
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alignment between the change vision and PIS’s strategic objective, and the available 
resources to support the change. Further, two multilevel and multidimensional readiness 
assessment tools are used to determine organizational readiness. This analysis yields that PIS 
is ready for this change, yet the change leader in collaboration with the change facilitator and 
change implementers need to find ways to strengthen the organization’s openness to change 
and focus on how to track and measure the change. Last, the chapter refers to a force field 
analysis, which identifies the driving and restraining forces that have been considered when 
designing the action plans presented in Chapter 3. 
Chapter 2 centres on the planning and development of the proposed tuning change 
that aims to address the PoP. This chapter identifies 10 LBs that will help operationalize the 
theoretical foundations of this OIP and catalyze the change forward. The change path model 
(CPM; Cawsey et al., 2016) is introduced as the ideal process for moving PIS towards its 
change vision. Salient to Chapter 2 is a deep organizational analysis that results in the 
identification of needed changes. These needed changes are used as criteria for evaluating the 
solutions to address the PoP and for developing the outcomes and goals of this OIP. Four 
possible solutions are evaluated for addressing the PoP and an integration of coteaching and 
collaborative inquiry is proposed as the best context-specific option. Chapter 2 concludes by 
describing possible ethical challenges to be attended to during the change process, using 
Starratt’s (1991) ethical leadership framework in alignment with the LPs and LBs. 
Guided by the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP and steered by the phases of the 
CPM, Chapter 3 presents a 2-year action plan, one that consists of three inextricably 
connected components: the change implementation plan, the monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) framework, and the communication plan. The chapter begins by summarizing the 
outcomes and goals of the change that connect with the organizational analysis and align with 
the priorities of and vision for the change. This autonomous and programmed implementation 
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plan focuses on nudging the stakeholders along the change continuum, developing and 
implementing a professional development plan, and assembling the Learning Inquiry Focus 
Team (LIFT) that will use short plan, do, study, act (PDSA) cycles every 6 weeks to move 
the change forward. 
Chapter 3 presents a context-specific M&E framework which, in conjunction with the 
change implementation and communication plan, aims to measure results, track progress, 
facilitate learning, inform program improvement, and guide decision-making. The M&E 
framework is built on three theoretical approaches (participation, learn, and use) and five 
evaluation questions. It includes a baseline study, indicators and targets, tools for data 
collections, stakeholder responsibilities, and time frames. The ethical considerations and the 
limitation of the context-specific M&E framework are also described. 
The third interconnected component of the 2-year action plan is persuasive and 
participatory communication to promote stakeholders’ involvement, commitment, and 
passion for the change. In conjunction with the LPs and LBs of this OIP, Armenakis et al.’s 
(1999) five message components and Klein’s (1996) principles for communication are used 
to design a plan that communicates the need for change and the change process. 
This OIP concludes by identifying the next steps to address the lack of intentional and 
strategic collaborative practices in the ES at PIS. The immediate next steps will be revising 
and operationalizing the proposed action plan as well as gauging the impacting of the action 
plan on student learning and well-being. Future considerations focus on extending and 
expanding the change vision to other sections of the school. These future considerations 
include ensuring for an ongoing professional development, adopting coherent ways to collect 
and visualize student data, and implementing other intentional and strategic collaborative 
practices such as lesson study and instructional rounds.   
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Definitions of Key Terms 
Agency: The capacity, authority, and power of individuals or teams to make 
meaningful and intentional decisions and actions. 
Authority: Legitimate power of a person or group of people over others. 
Autonomy: The extent to which teachers can independently make decisions about 
what and how to teach. 
Change agent/change leader: The person who leads the change (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Change facilitator: The person who helps the change agent and implementers 
facilitate the change process (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Change implementer: The person who makes sure that the change takes place, 
charting the way forward, providing council and support, and lightening resistance (Cawsey 
et al., 2016). 
Change recipient: Person who needs to change behaviour to ensure the change is 
effective; the person affected by the change (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Cognitive conflict: Disagreements among members of a group about substantive 
issues such as goals, values, and assumptions (Garmston & Wellman, 2016). 
Cognitive shift: Change in the way a person, a team, or an organization thinks about 
an idea, a topic, or an event. It relates to the concept of metanoia, which means a shift in 
mind and learning (Senge, 2006). 
Collaborative inquiry: “A structure in which members of a professional learning 
community (PLC) come together to systematically examine their educational practices” 
(Donohoo, 2013, p. 1). 
Collegial interactions: Purposeful and intentional interactions among adults in a 
school that focus on professional standards of teaching and learning and school improvement. 
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Congenial interactions: Friendly interactions among adults in a school based on social 
norms that do not relate to common agreed professional standards and school goals. 
Constructivist leadership: The reciprocal process that enables participants in a 
community to construct meaning from shared understandings, values, beliefs, and 
experiences (Harris & Lambert, 2003; Lambert, 2002) that leads towards a shared purpose 
(Lambert, 2002). 
Coteaching: “Multiple professionals working together in a co-teaching team, based on 
a shared vision, in a structured manner, during a longer period in which they are equally 
responsible for good teaching and good learning of all students in their classroom” (Fluijt et 
al., 2016, p. 196). 
Dialogical conversations: Conversations among two or more people that focus on a 
shared process of asking questions, exploring ideas, seeking perspective, reflecting, and co-
constructing new knowledge. 
Distributed leadership: “Interaction of leaders, followers, and their situation in the 
execution of particular leadership tasks” (Spillane et al., 2004, p. 10). 
Diverse community: A community of people from different cultural backgrounds, 
with differing experiences and traits. 
Expert power: The capacity to influence others as a result of a “possession of a body 
of knowledge essential to the organization” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 187). 
Intentional: Actions that are rooted in a set of values and assumptions and are planned 
and executed with a purpose in mind. 
Monological conversations: One-sided conversation that focuses on the delivery of 
information and hinders dialogue. 
Network power: Connections among people that allow some to gain and share 
information (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
 xviii 
Personality power: A person’s ability to inspire trust and enthusiasm from others as a 
result of charisma, effective communication, and the presence of trusting relationships 
(Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Power: The capacity or potential to influence others to accept one’s ideas, plans, 
and/or goals (Cawsey et al., 2016; Northouse, 2013). 
Strategic: Characterizes the planned, deliberate, and calculated actions of a team 
and/or organization that are designed to achieve common (sometimes long-term) goals. 
Team: A group of individuals with complementary skills bound together by a 
common goal or purpose, who are accountable for their collective actions to accomplish the 
shared goals (Egolf & Chester, 2013; Tannenbaum & Salas, 2021). 
Transformational leadership: A value-laden leadership model that involves leaders 
and followers engaging with each other in a way that raises motivation and morality 
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005). 
Tuning change: Incremental change that focuses on implementation and is needed for 




Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem 
This chapter presents a problem of practice (PoP) that investigates the lack of 
intentional and strategic collaborative practices in the Elementary School (ES) division of 
Paradise International School (PIS; a pseudonym). It begins with a description of the 
organizational context that includes a brief history, the mission and vision for learning, and 
PIS’s organizational structure and leadership approaches. Practices that shape and 
substantiate this PoP are explored through a literature review, Bolman and Deal’s (2017) 
structural and human resource frames, and an analysis of a range ES meeting agendas using 
Horn et al.’s (2017) meeting taxonomy. The chapter articulates my leadership position and 
agency at PIS and introduces the theoretical underpinnings of this Organizational 
Improvement Plan (OIP). This theoretical framework encompasses a socioconstructivist 
theory nested in a pragmatic worldview framing three chosen interrelated leadership models: 
transformational, constructivist, and distributed. A synthesis of these theoretical 
underpinnings results in three leadership principles (LPs) that ground and permeate the OIP. 
Furthermore, this chapter presents five guiding questions emerging from the PoP, proposes a 
change vision and two priorities for the desired future organizational state, describes four 
change drivers, and concludes by outlining the actions that need to be taken to ready the 
organization for this change. 
Organizational Context 
PIS is a not-for-profit, medium-sized day school at the outskirts of an affluent city in 
eastern Europe. It was originally founded by the U.S. embassy in 1948 to serve the children 
of diplomats, and today, the school serves mostly a global elite community of transient 
expatriate families. PIS has grown over the years and now provides schooling for 
approximately 900 students aged 3–18 representing over 60 different nationalities. To 
maintain its international scope, PIS’s admission policy welcomes local residents who believe 
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in its mission, yet the school reserves the right to give admissions priority to expatriate 
families over those with viable local alternatives. Furthermore, to ensure a rich English-
language learning environment and to maintain its international stature, the school limits 
admissions to no more than 20% of any one nationality in any grade level, section, and across 
the entire school. Student turnover at PIS is approximately 25% as a result of its transient 
international family population. 
Like many international schools, PIS successfully balances the tension between its 
two competing purposes—generally described as pragmatic versus ideological. The 
pragmatic purpose of PIS is driven by the neoliberal values of the free-market economy and 
aims to propagate the social and economic status of the international and national elites. To 
this extent, the pragmatic purpose of PIS is to ensure that students learn in English, the 
language of the world economy; are admitted to top-tier universities; and have the skills and 
dispositions to successfully face the challenges of an unknown future both locally and 
internationally (Cambridge & Thompson, 2004; Dunne & Edwards, 2010; Tarc, 2009; Tate, 
2016). Juxtaposed with this intention is the ideological or altruistic purpose of PIS. This 
purpose is explicit in the wording of its mission statement, which includes ideas such as 
making a positive and responsible contribution to the world and acting with integrity and 
respect (PIS, 2010). As is the case with most international schools of similar nature, PIS will 
continue to navigate the tension between these two competing purposes as it develops new 
strategic directions. 
PIS considers itself to be a progressive school, a term commonly used by members of 
the senior leadership team (SLT). The school has internally developed its own inquiry-based 
academic curriculum that culminates in the International Baccalaureate Diploma Program for 
Grades 11 and 12 and is complemented by an extensive range of cocurricular activities. The 
school is accredited every 5 years by the International Baccalaureate Organization as well as 
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the New England Association of Schools and Colleges and the Council of International 
Schools. Since 1997, the school has been housed in a beautiful, purpose-built campus, and as 
a result of its excellent financial standing, PIS has undergone facility enhancements that align 
with its mission and vision for learning. 
School Mission, Vision, and Strategic Direction 
The school has a well-understood mission statement that was developed through an 
inclusive process over 10 years ago under the leadership of the current head of school. This 
mission statement is still relevant today and has created a strong and enduring moral purpose 
for the organization (Fullan, 2004). This mission is summarized as follows: PIS inspires 
learners to live fulfilling lives and act responsibly, engages them in a global education, and 
empowers them to think critically and to collaborate and communicate effectively. It is 
important to note that PIS considers every stakeholder as a learner. 
In addition to its mission, PIS is guided by its vision for learning that includes a 
definition of learning and learning principles developed by members of the SLT in 2018. 
Rooted in the constructivist worldview, and based on educational research, these statements 
guide the how and what of learning at PIS. The given definition of learning is rooted in 
constructivist principles and posits that learning is a transformative process (PIS, 2016). PIS 
learning principles address conditions for learning so that students are empowered, engaged, 
and inspired. These principles include concepts such as (a) curiosity—driving what and how 
students learn, (b) persistence—with rich and challenging tasks, and (c) well-being—through 
safety and belonging. Further, in 2016, the SLT, in collaboration with key teacher leaders, 
developed the school’s current strategy, which is called PIS 2020. The strategy has one 
objective—to unleash the collective potential of the members of the school so that the school 
is greater than the sum of its parts (PIS, 2016). This objective, along with the learning 
principles, guides strategic decisions for the school. 
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Organizational Structure and Leadership Approaches 
The school is governed by a board of directors that oversees the strategic direction 
and financial welfare of the school; the board also hires (and fires) the head of school. Apart 
from the head of school, PIS has 10 SLT members who are formally responsible for the 
operation of the school. The SLT includes four sectional principals and four directors who 
oversee the following areas: human resources, teaching and learning, technology, and 
finances. The school has three sections—upper, middle, and elementary—each led by 
sectional principals and with its own leadership team comprising principals and teacher 
leaders with no supervisory responsibilities. As a result of its pristine location, competitive 
packages, and excellent reputation, PIS has the privilege of hiring competent and experienced 
administrators and teachers. Although tenure among members of the SLT is high, with an 
average of 10 years, teacher tenure ranges between 4 and 6 years, and turnover ranges 
between 10% and 15%. Teachers leave PIS for a range of reasons including a lifestyle of 
travelling, returning to their homeland, and/or pursuing other career opportunities 
A transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005) 
 approach stems from the head of school and permeates all sections of PIS. Leadership at PIS 
is seen as a process that involves followers and leaders who are bound together in a 
transformation process (Northouse, 2013). The formal leaders of this organization genuinely 
believe in the collective capacity of its people and aim to encourage and support employees 
to innovate, to try new ideas, and to fail forward. Transformational leadership at PIS takes 
different forms depending on the situation: It can be directive or participative, authoritarian or 
democratic (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005), and it propels other types of leadership, such as 
distributed and team leadership (Northouse, 2013). In this organization, there is a shared 
belief that all constituents—educators, students, parents, and nonteaching staff—have the 
capacity to lead. It is also believed that leadership requires a skill set that is learned and 
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nurtured and that it is the responsibility of formal leaders to promote and support leadership 
in others. In the ES section of PIS, which is the specific context of this OIP, decisions are 
often made using collaborative processes with learning leaders and those affected by the 
decisions. However, following collaborative processes for decision-making at the level of the 
whole school is rare. 
Leadership Position and Lens Statement 
At PIS, I am the elementary school associate principal. Based on the organization’s 
formal structure, I report to the elementary principal, who has positional and legitimate power 
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Northouse, 2013); however, in reality, we informally function as 
coprincipals with similar responsibilities, workload, and level of authority (Eckman, 2006). 
In this informal coprincipal partnership, both parity and reciprocity (Sharratt & Planche, 
2016) allow us to effectively collaborate and lead change, solve problems, and make 
important operational and strategic decisions for the ES division. Parity refers to the equal 
power of parties to make decisions, whereas reciprocity requires leaders to be mindful of 
power imbalances when participating in collaborative work (Sharratt & Planche, 2016). As a 
result of this informal coprincipal structure, the elementary principal will take an active role 
in the change process as the change facilitator, while I will be the change agent. 
In addition to the informal coprincipal partnership with the ES principal, my agency 
for leading the change proposed in this OIP will be facilitated by my individual sources of 
power and supported by the type of change this OIP aims to achieve. The individual sources 
of power that will support this change are knowledge and personality (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
My knowledge power is grounded in the expertise, experiences, and credentials that I as the 
change agent bring to the organization (Kouzes & Posner, 2007); my personality power refers 
to being perceived as approachable and likable (Northouse, 2013), which in turn inspires trust 
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(Cawsey et al., 2016). Both types of powers support my credibility (Kouzes & Posner, 2007) 
as a change agent within this organization and in the context of this OIP. 
In addition to knowledge and personality power, my agency also hinges on the type of 
organizational change this OIP addresses: a tuning change (Nadler & Tushman, 1989). 
Tuning change refers to incremental change that focuses on implementation and is needed for 
internal alignment and for increasing efficiency (Cawsey et al., 2016; Nadler & Tushman, 
1989). This type of change, often led by middle managers, is within the realm of my agency 
and is grounded in the theoretical leadership lens described in the next section. 
Leadership Lens Statement 
Within a pragmatic worldview, this OIP is grounded in a socioconstructivist theory 
that will frame three leadership models: transformational, distributed, and constructivist. 
Figure 1 depicts the interrelationships among these theoretical underpinnings. 
Figure 1 




This OIP is situated within a pragmatic worldview that is contextual, inquiry-based, 
and action-driven, and that influences and shapes my leadership practices. A pragmatic 
worldview is contextual because it is rooted in a belief that “actions cannot be separated from 
a situation and contexts in which they occur” (Kaushik & Walsh, 2019, p. 4). This OIP is 
concerned with solving problems and looking for what works in the context of PIS 
(Cherryholmes, 1992; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Last, this OIP is situated in an action-
driven pragmatic worldview rooted in the belief that people learn by doing, choose actions by 
taking into consideration the consequences of those actions, and regularly reflect on their 
actions to learn, create new knowledge, and adjust their reality (Kaushik & Walsh, 2019). 
Socioconstructivist Theory 
To address the complexities of the PoP and achieve the desired change vision, this 
OIP is framed in a socioconstructivist theory that focuses on the reciprocal learning processes 
that enable individuals within a given context to co-construct meaning and together extend 
their knowledge and shape their beliefs (Schunk, 2012; Walker, 2002). This reciprocal 
process takes place within trusting relationships and requires shared inquiry, reflection, and 
metacognition (Cooper, 2002; Harris & Lambert, 2003; Lambert, 2002) and enables 
individuals and organizations to learn, grow, and transform (Walker, 2002). 
This OIP is framed in socioconstructivism, which emphasizes the interactions 
between persons and their environments (Schunk, 2012). Socioconstructivism posits 
cognitive processes such as thinking and learning as being situated in physical and social 
contexts and hinging on the relations between people (Aubrey & Riley, 2016; Lambert, 2002; 
Schunk, 2012). Vygotsky (as cited in Aubrey & Riley, 2016) contended that humans learn 
within a social environment (e.g., persons, objects, and places), and these interactions have 
the potential to transform their thinking. He proposed that the social environment influences 
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and changes cognition through cultural tools, with language being the most critical of these 
tools (Aubrey & Riley, 2016). Vygotsky also postulated that humans, unlike animals, have 
the capacity to alter the environment for their own purposes (Schunk, 2012). Therefore, based 
on a socioconstructivist lens, human cognition hinges on social experiences and interactions 
within a given context (Amineh & Asl, 2015). 
Transformational Leadership 
Harnessing the transformational leadership of PIS, this OIP is rooted in this leadership 
model. Transformational leadership is value-laden and occurs when leaders and followers 
engage with each other in a way that raises motivations and morality (Leithwood & Jantzi, 
2005). Transformational leadership values liberty, justice, and equality (Shields, 2010). It 
aims to transform people over systems, processes, or tasks, and in doing so, reach and exceed 
shared goals (Northouse, 2013). As this leadership is shaped by the relationships between 
leaders and followers, the following assumptions need to be present: “People are trustworthy 
and purposeful; everybody has a unique contribution to make; and complex problems are 
handled at the lowest level possible” (Bass & Avolio, 1993, p. 113). Furthermore, 
transformational leadership has the potential to enhance the efficacy of diverse teams at PIS 
(Kearney & Gebert, 2009; Ross & Gray, 2006; Schaubroeck et al., 2007), a priority of this 
OIP. In short, transformational leadership was a good choice for this OIP because it bolsters 
the innate capacity of people, is concerned with developing individuals and diverse teams to 
their fullest potential, and, consequently, has the power to influence people’s commitment to 
an organization (Ross & Gray, 2006). 
Four factors characterize transformational leadership: idealized influence, 
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. Idealized 
influence pertains to the leader being a trusted role model who provides a strong moral 
purpose for the organization. Setting direction is an imperative practice of transformational 
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leadership (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood & Sun, 2012). Inspirational motivation 
refers to the behaviour of leaders who tap into followers’ intrinsic motivation to perform at 
high standards based on shared values that benefit the team, organization, or community 
(Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Northouse, 2013). Intellectual stimulation involves leaders who 
promote innovation and creativity, and who question the status quo. Finally, individualized 
consideration refers to supporting followers to develop to their fullest potential by creating a 
safe and trusting environment through listening, coaching, mentoring, and transparent 
intentions (Avolio & Bass, 2001; Northouse, 2013; Ross & Gray, 2006). Although all these 
factors are important in transformational leadership, idealized influence and inspirational 
motivation have the potential to yield the greatest impact (Avolio & Bass, 2001). 
Distributed Leadership 
In addition to transformational leadership, this OIP is also grounded in a distributed 
leadership model with values that align and support the desirable organizational state. 
Distributed leadership is a practice or activity within a sociocultural context—rather than 
roles, functions, and routines performed by a leader or group of leaders (Spillane, 2006; 
Spillane et al., 2004). Spillane et al. (2004) defined this leadership model as the “interaction 
of leaders, followers, and their situation in the execution of particular leadership tasks” (p. 
10). These authors argued that the distribution of leadership is more than just a division of 
labour; distributed leadership is the interdependence and interactions between leaders and 
followers who use particular tools and artifacts around particular leadership tasks (Harris, 
2005; Salomon & Perkins, 1998; Spillane et al., 2004). 
Distributed leadership was selected for this OIP for three reasons. First, like 
transformational leadership, distributed leadership focuses on the quality, nature, and type of 
interactions between leaders, followers, and the situation (Harris, 2014; Spillane, 2006). 
Second, it is a multiplicative model (Spillane et al., 2004) that focuses on unleashing the 
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collective potential of teams and organizations. Third, PIS possesses the conditions to enable 
this leadership model, such as having a shared purpose, providing mutual emotional and 
psychological support, valuing everybody’s voices (Avolio et al., 2009), and believing in the 
impact of collaborative practices (Harris, 2014). 
Constructivist Leadership 
Constructivist leadership is conceptualized as the reciprocal process that enables 
participants in a community to construct meaning from shared understandings, values, 
beliefs, and experiences (Harris & Lambert, 2003; Lambert, 2002) that leads towards a shared 
purpose (Lambert, 2002). Reciprocal processes include listening, questioning, reflecting, and 
facilitating; they enable participants in a community to reexamine accepted ideas and co-
construct new meaning together (Lambert, 2002). From these shared meanings, new schemas 
emerge that lead to new behaviours and actions (Lambert, 2002). 
Like distributed leadership, constructivist leadership transcends individual roles and is 
rooted in the belief that everybody in a diverse community has the capacity to lead and 
sustain purposeful actions. Diversity provides complexity, depth, multiple perspectives, and 
equity to relationships, thereby extending possibilities (Walker, 2002). Diverse communities 
enable diverse interpretations and experiences that reframe problems of practice and promote 
cognitive shifts that can lead to innovation and transformational changes (Grogan & 
Shakeshaft, 2011). Further, in these communities, power is redistributed among formal 
leaders and followers as they construct meaning and knowledge together (Walker, 2002). 
Constructivist leadership fits this OIP because the redistribution of power inherent in 
this leadership model allows for sharing the responsibility of the work and gives all 
constituents a greater sense of efficacy, responsibility, and agency, which in turns leads to 
organizational progress (Murphy, 1968/2000). Furthermore, constructivist leadership is 
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rooted in the values of interdependence, and collaboration, which mirror the values 
underpinning this OIP. 
Leadership Principles That Guide This OIP 
The theoretical underpinnings of this OIP described above and represented in Figure 1 
are distilled into three key LPs: 
• Leadership is a reciprocal process between leaders and followers working and 
learning together towards a shared common purpose within a given context. 
• Leadership processes and practices are rooted in trusting relationships among 
diverse individuals within a community. 
• Leadership harnesses the potential of individuals and teams, and in doing so, it 
develops and transforms people and their organizations. 
These three LPs have guided and grounded the development of this OIP, and will 
eventually guide its implementation, to address a PoP in the ES at PIS. 
Leadership Problem of Practice 
The PoP addressed in this OIP is the lack of intentional and strategic collaborative 
practices in the ES at PIS. Although the ES at PIS has become more knowledgeable and 
skilled at moving from a culture of individualism to one of collaboration, the organization is 
not necessarily reaping the benefits of its desired collaborative culture (Hargreaves & 
O’Connor, 2018). This issue arises because not all collaboration types are intentional and 
strategic (DuFour, 2011; Fullan, 2014; Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; Harris, 2014; Hattie, 
2015; Little, 1990; Sharratt & Planche, 2016). 
Current Practices That Create the PoP 
In the ES at PIS, collaborative practices are often “about sharing resources, sharing 
anecdotes and war stories and sharing beliefs about why or why not something might work in 
‘my’ context” (Hattie, 2015, p. 3). Although teachers spend a great deal of time in meetings, 
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this collaboration tends to focus on providing help only when asked and pooling existing 
ideas without examining or extending them (Little, 1990). During meetings, teachers tend to 
have monological, practical, and transactional conversations characterized by pacing, 
logistics, tips, and tricks (Horn et al., 2017); recounts of teaching and learning events (Kvam, 
2018); and legitimization of current practices (Hales, 2017). These conversation patterns, 
many times unknown to teachers, promote a culture averse to giving and receiving feedback, 
embracing cognitive challenges, and risk-taking (Kvam, 2018; Ohlsson, 2013). 
As a result of these independent teacher-to-teacher interactions (Little, 1990), 
educators in the ES at PIS rarely consider, analyze, or critique data and each other’s ideas, 
resulting in limited co-construction of new knowledge and concepts (Hales, 2017; Horn et al., 
2017; Ohlsson, 2013). An inquiry stance is seldom present during meetings, limiting critical 
analysis and deep reflection on problems of practice (Hales, 2017; Kvam, 2018; Ohlsson, 
2013; Selkrig & Keamy, 2014). Instead, faced with a myriad of competing priorities, teachers 
and teams tend to focus their collaborative efforts on the completion of tasks (Lipton & 
Wellman, 2012) such as scheduling, finding and sharing resources, booking field trips, and 
completing documents. In addition, collaboration in the ES at PIS can periodically be 
characterized as contrived: This occurs when a group of individuals is required to collaborate 
without a vision, goals, or tools (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; Sharratt & Planche, 2016). 
Altered Practices for a Desirable Organizational State 
A desirable organizational state at PIS would consist of collaborative practices that 
are coordinated, intentionally designed (DuFour, 2011; Harris, 2009), purposeful (Sharratt & 
Planche, 2016), and strategic. This type of collaboration would involve PIS teachers together, 
using evidence to make judgements and decisions, engaging in respectful dialogue, and 
providing thoughtful and critical feedback to each other. PIS teachers in the ES enacting 
intentional and strategic collaborative practices would focus on the right work (DuFour, 
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2011) that involves using evidence to make judgements, engaging in thoughtful professional 
dialogue and feedback, and collaboratively inquiring about how teaching practices impact the 
learning of all students (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; Hattie, 2015). 
According to Lieberman and Pointer Mace (2009), intentional and strategic 
collaboration focuses on teachers’ learning and the knowledge they create together. To this 
end, the desired intentional and strategic collaborative practices have the potential to facilitate 
a high level of interdependence among teachers in the ES at PIS, as educators would rely on 
their reciprocal interactions and contributions to co-construct meaning, ideas, and knowledge. 
Furthermore, this intentional and strategic collaboration would foster an inquiry stance 
among teachers that would nurture the conditions for PIS educators to deliberate on, 
scrutinize, and debate over difficult and ongoing problems of practice on a systematic and 
regular basis. Given the current practices that create this PoP and the desired organizational 
state, this OIP investigates the following question: How can collaboration in the ES at PIS be 
strengthened so that teachers and their students garner the benefits of intentional and strategic 
collaborative practices? The first step of this investigation is to frame the PoP. 
Framing the Problem of Practice 
Lack of intentional and strategic collaborative practices has been identified as the 
PoP. Framing this problem begins to address why the desired change is needed. This section 
of Chapter 1 frames the PoP through (a) a brief literature review that outlines the salient 
benefits of intentional and strategic collaboration, (b) an analysis of meetings in the ES at 
PIS, and (c) analysis of Bolman and Deal’s (2017) structural and human resource frames. 
Benefits of Intentional and Strategic Collaboration 
Intentional and strategic collaboration can improve professional practice in significant 
ways (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; Harris, 2014; Hattie, 
2015; Sharratt & Planche, 2016) and maximize the learning of all students (Hattie, 2015) 
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because it leads to a systematic investigation of practices (Little, 2007). This type of 
collaboration also leads to colearning and the development of shared beliefs and 
understanding (Harris, 2014; Sharratt & Planche, 2016) that can transform education 
(Sharratt & Planche, 2016). According to DuFour (2011), the most comprehensive factor for 
positive schooling and student learning at higher levels is to ensure that teachers effectively 
collaborate. Such collaboration improves the sustainability of an organization and maximizes 
the effect of teaching and learning on all students because effective teaching is not dependent 
on one or two stellar teachers but on the efficacy of teams (Hattie, 2015). Therefore, 
intentional and strategic collaboration maximizes the cumulative effect of many teachers over 
time for each and every student (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). 
Intentional and strategic collaboration also builds social capital (Hargreaves & Fullan, 
2012; Leana, 2011). Social capital refers to the patterns of interactions between teachers and 
administrators that focus on student learning, progress, and achievement (Hargreaves & 
Fullan, 2012). Social capital fuels teacher colearning, a variable that determines the success 
of any innovation (Sharratt & Planche, 2016). Thus, social capital, a consequence of strong 
collaborative practices, enhances knowledge, networks, and opportunities, thereby yielding 
team and organizational learning and improvements (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). 
Analysis of Meetings in the Elementary School 
In the ES, teachers—including homeroom, English as an additional language (EAL), 
and learning support—spend a great deal of time in meetings. Appendix A depicts the 
categories of the meetings that take place on a weekly, monthly, and yearly basis (see Table 
A1). Using a taxonomy of conversations that Horn et al. (2017) developed, I have classified 
agenda items from meetings that took place in the 2019–2020 school year (see Table A2). 
These data have limitations because I compiled the classification and analyzed the agendas, 
yet I did not attend most of the meetings. That taxonomy has been used to analyze the ways 
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in which teachers’ conversations support their professional learning opportunities (Horn et 
al., 2017). 
For the purpose of this OIP, the taxonomy in Appendix A is defined by five types of 
conversations (see Table A2), three of which are monological, low-depth conversations with 
limited opportunities for professional learning, and two are dialogical, as they afford a 
collaborative analysis of instruction that supports concept and idea development (Horn et al., 
2017). Monological conversations include the following subcategories: pacing, logistics, and 
tips and tricks. In pacing and logistics meetings, teachers determine where they are in the 
curriculum and what lessons they will do next. With tips and tricks, educators share with each 
other how they do things in their classrooms (Horn et al., 2017). Dialogical conversations are 
collective and interpretative because teachers focus on the interpretation of instructional 
strategies, student work, and problems of practice. Yet, collective interpretative meetings 
need to connect to future work so that teachers harness the opportunity to link rich 
conversations to subsequent teaching actions. 
An analysis of the data presented in Table A2 suggests that (a) specialist teachers—
teachers who teach physical education, music, art, library, coding, and modern languages—
are rarely involved in collaborative meetings and endeavours with colleagues, and (b) the 
majority of the conversations among teachers (who meet to collaborate) are low depth and 
monological as a result of professional norms of individual autonomy and the urgent need to 
specify future lessons. Although these interactions have a marginal impact in the learning of 
students and teachers (Little, 1990), in the ES at PIS, there is a strong desire to avoid 
cognitive conflict in order to maintain a calm and congenial working environment. According 
to Little (1990), these collegial interactions, which are devoid of scrutiny, debate, and 
deliberations, inhibit interdependence, innovation, and collective responsibility as well as 
perpetuate the status quo. 
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Bolman and Deal’s (2017) Frame Analysis 
Although the brief literature review presents salient theoretical ideas that frame the 
PoP, the analysis of meetings aims to provide evidence that supports the PoP. To better 
understand the context of the PoP, this OIP unpacks two of Bolman and Deal’s (2017) 
organizational frames: the structural and the human resources frames. 
Structural Frame 
The structural frame was chosen for this analysis because strategic and intentional 
collaborative practices involve people in optimal roles and relationships (Bolman & Deal, 
2017). Furthermore, this technical and task-oriented frame focuses on creating systems and 
procedures that enhance how the organization works to achieved shared goals (Bolman & 
Deal, 2017). In framing the PoP through the structural frame, this OIP attends to PIS’s 
structural dilemmas, organization of teams, and professional growth model. 
Structural Dilemmas. Three structural dilemmas shape the PoP: suboptimal 
coordination, the unbalance between the need for teacher autonomy and teacher 
interdependence, and the tension between too loose versus too tight structures. Effective 
organizations coordinate individual and group efforts and connect local initiatives with 
system goals (Bolman & Deal, 2017). At PIS, this coordination is limited by the disconnected 
and ambiguous system-wide goals that are difficult to measure, and by teams operating 
independently from other teams and without clear and interconnected objectives. Further, 
interdependence is pivotal to strategic and impactful collaboration; however, teachers, desire 
autonomy and discretion (Bolman & Deal, 2017). It is therefore essential that PIS pays closer 
attention to its vertical and lateral coordination, develops a shared understanding of collective 
autonomy (Little, 1990), and finds ways to hold the organization together while teams 
implement impactful collaborative practices (Bolman & Deal, 2017). 
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Organization of Teams. At PIS, all the teams have unrealized potential because (a) 
many teams do not work at a distance from hierarchy; (b) teams are not always well 
organized and do not yet know how to best work and learn together; and (c) teams do not 
have common goals or purposes. At PIS, members of the SLT are present at team meetings in 
different capacities—as team leaders, team members, or informal auditors. Further, the teams 
at PIS do not always have a clear purpose or authority, and although most teams are 
committed to working together, they do not always hold themselves collectively accountable. 
Learning Inquiry Focus Team. Learning inquiry focus teams (LIFTs), introduced at 
PIS in August 2016, are at the heart of PIS’s professional growth model and take the place of 
an appraisal system. LIFTs are self-directed inquiry projects that all educators, in 
collaboration with others, embark on every year. Teachers are provided with 8 to 10 hrs per 
year to work on their LIFTs. They also meet with principals twice per year to share their 
journeys and learning. Principals are not evaluators; instead, they take on the role of coaches. 
The implementation of LIFTs has had mixed results. On one hand, when teacher 
inquiry projects are embedded in their day-to-day work, the inquiries are meaningful to 
teachers, and students’ learning and momentum are sustained. On the other hand, most 
teachers’ inquiries lack a process for collecting and analyzing data, and they are not always 
aligned to PIS’s learning principles. 
Human Resources Frame 
The human resources frame takes a central role in this OIP. It highlights the relation 
between people and organizations based on their respective needs. When the needs are 
aligned, both the organization and individual benefit (Bolman & Deal, 2017). When 
individuals have high levels of job satisfaction, the organization benefits from their talent and 
energy. It is the responsibility of the organization to cultivate this fit by focusing on and 
enhancing its professional capital (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). 
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Human Resources Principles and Practices. All human resources strategies shape 
the PoP of this OIP. These strategies involve hiring the right people from diverse 
backgrounds and retaining, investing in, and empowering them (Bolman & Deal, 2017). PIS 
spends a great deal of time, effort, and funds in hiring the right people. Hiring practices focus 
on best fit and diversity. The annual teacher turnover at PIS ES ranges between 10% and 
15%. This is a common turnover rate in international schools and has a definite effect on 
teams’ effectiveness, as every year, a number of teams change their members. In this context, 
investing in people’s learning and development as well as empowering employees is central 
to this PoP and crucial to PIS’s strategic direction. 
Interpersonal and Group Dynamics. Argyris and Schön’s (1974) theory for actions 
provides insights into the practices that shape the PoP. Argyris and Schön posited individual 
behaviours as being controlled by personal theories for action. These are subdivided into two 
theories: the espoused theories—what individuals describe, explain, or predict their behaviour 
to be—and the theories in use—what individuals actually do. These scholars presented two 
models to frame the theory in use. Model I focuses on self-protection and includes actions 
such as unilaterally designing and managing the environment, owning and controlling factors 
relevant to one’s interest, protecting oneself or one’s team, and protecting others from being 
upset and hurt (Bolman & Deal, 2017). Model II values mutuality and learning and focuses 
on behaviours such as combining advocacy and inquiry, communicating openly, and publicly 
testing assumptions and beliefs. A high level of trust and psychological safety need to be 
present for Model II to exist among members of any team. At PIS, for the majority of the 
stakeholders, the espoused theory of action would be fully aligned with the values and actions 
associated with Model II. However, for many individuals in this organization, the theory in 
use is somewhere on a continuum between Model I and Model II. 
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Through the process of framing the PoP, this section has explored the question “why 
change?” and initiated a preliminary scanning of the organization. This initial analysis of PIS 
begins the change process and informs the guiding questions and priorities of the change. 
Guiding Questions Emerging From the Problem of Practice 
Five questions and related challenges emerge from the PoP. Addressing these 
questions and challenges guided the development of this OIP. The questions are as follows: 
1. What are the characteristics of high-performing teams? 
2. How do the beliefs and values of teachers influence their behaviour when 
participating in collaborative practices? 
3. How can high-performing teams be built and sustained in the ES at PIS? 
4. What intentional and strategic collaborative practices should be implemented in 
the ES? 
5. What conditions might support and sustain intentional and strategic collaborative 
practices in the ES at PIS? 
Intentional and strategic collaboration hinges on the effectiveness of teams. All teams 
in the ES at PIS have the capacity to be highly effective, but this is not the case yet. 
Questions 1, 2, and 3 helped determine the priorities and goals of this change and facilitate 
the process of measuring and monitoring the progress of the change. From a human resources 
frame perspective, key challenges connected to the first three questions need to be 
considered: 
• An average of 10%–15% yearly teacher attrition results in four to five new 
teachers joining the ES every year. This revolving door of teachers results in 
teams having new members and going through the first stages of team 
development every year (Egolf & Chester, 2013). 
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• PIS aims to hire highly competent teachers with diverse experiences and 
backgrounds. This desired diversity brings an array of benefits to the organization, 
yet it poses additional challenges to newly forming teams, such as lack of parity. 
• Team efficacy is governed by teacher’s beliefs and values and their individuals’ 
theories in use. Rooted in trust and psychological safety, actions associated with 
Argyris and Schön’s (1974) Model II yield highly effective teams (Bolman & 
Deal, 2017), yet Model I continues to prevail among individuals in some teams in 
the ES at PIS. 
Question 4 guided me in investigating possible solutions to address the PoP, and 
Question 5 connects to the organizational analysis, both of which are presented in Chapter 2. 
Furthermore, from a structural frame perspective (Bolman & Deal, 2017) a number of 
challenges need to be taken into account when considering Questions 4 and 5: 
• A coherent approach to collecting and analyzing evidence of student learning is 
key to intentional and strategic collaboration. The dialogical interactions are 
fuelled by student learning data. PIS lacks a coherent approach for collecting and 
analyzing data. 
• Teams in the ES do not have shared goals, resulting in a lack of collective 
accountability. Competing priorities, lack of vertical and horizontal alignment, 
and lack of a coherent approach to data collection and analysis are possible 
reasons for the lack of shared goals. 
• Intentional and strategic collaboration are supported by the individuals’ 
collaborative and leadership skills. These skills are lacking in many individuals 
and teams at PIS. 
Other relevant organizational challenges that will need to be taken into account in this 
OIP include competing priorities and an organizational culture of high uncertainty avoidance. 
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Mobilizing change for this OIP might be challenged by the many competing priorities that 
take centerstage, creating confusion and, possibly, resistance. Developing the teams’ efficacy 
and implementing a robust and coherent system for collaboration are the focal points of the 
OIP, but this change has the potential to be perceived as another disconnected initiative added 
to employees’ workload. Further, Judge and Douglas’s (2009) literature review identified 
innovative culture as a dimension associated with organizational change capacity. An 
innovative culture is a one with low uncertainty avoidance (Mittal & Elias, 2016); however, 
high uncertainty avoidance characterizes the present context. Generally speaking, members of 
this organization do not feel comfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity, which creates 
resistance to change and limits innovation (Mittal & Elias, 2016). 
This section presented five questions that guided the development of this OIP with a 
focus on moving the organization from its current state to its desired state. 
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change 
Currently in the ES at PIS, collaborative practices lack focus, coherence, and 
intentionality. This is because collaboration is rooted in congenial relationships that centre on 
getting along and working well together, as well as on teacher-to-teacher interactions that 
focus on storytelling and scanning, aid and assistance, and sharing (Little, 1990). Storytelling 
and scanning are opportunistic and sometimes sporadic and informal interactions that allow 
teachers to gain information and affirmations in exchange of stories (Little, 1990). In less 
efficacious teams, these types of interactions inhibit professional learning and innovation and 
are likely to perpetuate the status quo (Little, 1990, 2007). Aid and assistance tend to take 
place regularly at PIS, particularly as a result of teacher turnover. New teachers need and ask 
for help. These interactions tend to be low depth and monological (Horn et al., 2017), as new 
teachers aim to gain information about how things work at PIS (Schein, 2010). Though these 
interactions are needed to support new teachers in the ES at PIS, they have the potential to 
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yield a power differential between new and returning teachers. This lack of parity and equity 
can hinder strong and impactful collaboration (Sharratt & Planche, 2016) and has the 
potential to set the tone for future interactions among colleagues and team members. 
Sharing or experience swapping is the most used form of teacher-to-teacher 
interactions in the ES at PIS. Although these types of interactions can yield the desired 
interdependent behaviours, given the right conditions, in less efficacious teams sharing 
results in the justification of personal preferences and the promotion of social solidarity 
(Little, 2007). At PIS, sharing encompasses all of the monological, low-depth types of 
conversations (Horn et al., 2017). In these conversations, teachers share ideas, opinions, 
activities, lessons, and materials, while they talk about their own classrooms and their own 
students. These types of teacher-to-teacher interactions make teaching seem less private, yet 
they accentuate the fact that teaching in the ES at PIS is highly personal (Little, 1990, 2007). 
Given the current organizational state described above, the purpose of this OIP is to 
move the organization to a more desirable state. To do this, this OIP will be led by and 
grounded in a change vision that will aim to excite, inspire, and challenge (Cawsey et al., 
2016) leaders and educators in the ES at PIS. 
The Change Vision 
A change vision aims to advance stakeholders’ mental schemas of the ideal future 
state of an organization (Cawsey et al., 2016, Lewis, 2011). In doing so, a change vision 
provides guidance and direction for the planning, implementation, and evaluation of the 
change (Cawsey et al., 2016). As the change leader and author of this OIP, I propose the 
following change vision to guide the development of this OIP: Teachers work and learn 
interdependently in high-performing teams and are collectively responsible for the learning 
and well-being of all students. Such a vision will generate excitement, commitment, and 
emotional energy from stakeholders because it is rooted in PIS’s shared values of mutuality, 
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collaboration, and contribution, and it will help PIS realize its strategic goal. This change 
vision statement is explored herein. 
Teachers Work and Learn Interdependently 
Central to this change vision is team learning. Team learning, a term proposed by 
Senge et al. (2000), “is a discipline of practice designed, over time, to get the people on a 
team thinking and acting together” (p. 115). At the heart of team learning is the belief that 
through regular, deliberate, and intentional practice, a group of individuals working towards 
common goals can learn to transform their collaboration skills (Senge et al., 2000). Team 
learning, as a process, develops the capacity of a team to meet their desired goals (Senge, 
2006). At the heart of this discipline is a Model II theory in use (Argyris & Schön, 1974; 
Bolman & Deal, 2017) fuelled by dialogue and grounded in inquiry (Bolman & Deal, 2017). 
High-Performing Teams 
A high-performing team is one that demonstrates and can sustain a balance between 
tasks and emotional needs (Egolf & Chester, 2013; Garmston & Wellman, 2016; 
Tannenbaum & Salas, 2021; Yeager, 2016). Members possess the inextricable intertwined 
characteristics identified and described below. 
Focused and Purposeful. High-performing teams have a sense of shared purpose 
(Egolf & Chester, 2013; Fullan, 2004; Yeager, 2016). Members establish clear goals and hold 
themselves collectively accountable towards each other and towards the goals (Garmston & 
Wellman, 2016; Lipton & Wellman, 2012; Little, 2007; Yeager, 2016). High-performing 
teams focus on priorities (Lipton & Wellman, 2012), codesign and follow a road map, and 
avoid distractions (Garmston & Wellman, 2016; Lipton & Wellman, 2012; Yeager, 2016). 
Inquiry-Driven. High-performing teams are problem-seeking and problem-solving 
(Lipton & Wellman, 2012). High-performing teams of educators pose questions about their 
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practices and their students’ learning that moves their team’s learning forward (Lipton & 
Wellman, 2012). 
Analytical. High-performing teams use multiple forms of data to inform decisions 
that impact their work and the learning of their students (Lipton & Wellman, 2012). Through 
data analysis, teams seek to understand and improve their contexts (Yeager, 2016). 
Adaptable to Change. Teams who honour a commitment to learning are adaptable; 
they address challenges and improve performance (Garmston & Wellman, 2016; 
Tannenbaum & Salas, 2021). In these teams, members are responsible for both their own 
learning and the learning of others (Lipton & Wellman, 2012; Yeager, 2016). 
Trusting Relationships. Efficacious teams exhibit high levels of trust, tolerance, and 
respect (Egolf & Chester, 2013; Garmston & Wellman, 2016; Tannenbaum & Salas, 2021). 
Trust is abundant in these teams because they function on high expectations and positive 
intentions (Lipton & Wellman, 2012). In such teams, members feel safe to be vulnerable and 
comfortable asking for help and counsel (Lipton & Wellman, 2012). Relational trust helps 
high-performing teams manage setbacks, work through challenges, and bounce back from 
adversity (Lipton & Wellman, 2012; Tannenbaum & Salas, 2021; Yeager, 2016). Cultivating 
relational trust requires teamwork capabilities that include communication, feedback, 
interpersonal skills, and leadership skills (Tannenbaum & Salas, 2021). 
Parity and Shared Leadership. High-performing teams welcome divergent 
perspectives (Lipton & Wellman, 2012) and all members share equal power and influence 
(Shamberger & Friend, 2013) regardless of their formal position in the organization. In these 
efficacious teams, leadership is shared and distributed, and all members perform leadership 
functions to help the team succeed (Tannenbaum & Salas, 2021). 
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Collectively Responsible for the Learning and Well-Being of All Students 
Collective responsibility is evident when “each one’s teaching is everyone’s business, 
and each one’s success is everyone’s responsibility” (Little, 1990, p. 523). When collective 
responsibility is present, there is a notion of “our” students rather than “my” students 
(Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; Lipton & Wellman, 2012; Little, 1990), and there is a sense 
of “we-ness” in the way a group of individuals labours and learns together (Sharratt & 
Planche, 2016). Collective responsibility is observed in a community of educators who are 
responsible to serve the students they have in common as well as each other. 
Priorities for Change 
Steered by the change vision, the development of this OIP centres around two 
interrelated priories: (a) build and sustain highly effective teams and (b) implement 
intentional and strategic collaborative practices. These two priorities are interrelated based on 
the assumption that teams will increase their effectiveness through the implementation of 
intentional and strategic collaborative practices. This assumption, rooted in the pragmatic and 
socioconstructivist theoretical lenses of this OIP, espouses the beliefs that (a) people learn by 
doing and reflecting on their actions; (b) at the heart of intentional and strategic collaborative 
practices lies the co-construction of meaning and knowledge; (c) teachers, implementing 
intentional and strategic collaborative practices in highly effective teams, will improve their 
individual collaborative and leadership competencies; and (d) teachers’ commitment and 
motivation increase as they become and feel more competent. 
Change Drivers 
In addition to identifying the challenges and priorities of this change, this OIP now 
describes the change drivers. “Change drivers are events, activities or behaviors that facilitate 
the implementation of change” (Whelan-Berry et al., 2003, p. 179). This OIP proposal 
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describes four change drivers, in order of importance, which are believed to catalyze and 
support the change vision. 
High Levels of Relational Trust 
Relational trust is pivotal to this OIP as the level of trust among members of a school 
community affects how they work together (Robinson, 2011). Fortunately, at PIS, high levels 
of relational trust are found among stakeholders, a claim that is supported by the publicly 
available data from the employee satisfaction surveys (see Appendix B). 
Successful organizations access their stakeholders’ tacit knowledge in the presence of 
trusting relationships (Fullan, 2014) and in doing so, the co-construction of new knowledge 
and innovative ideas is greatly facilitated. In the ES at PIS, teachers and formal leaders 
respect and care for each other’s well-being and regard each other as competent and 
efficacious. Teachers believe that formal leaders keep their word, do as they say, and resolve 
conflicts ethically (Robinson, 2011), demonstrating not only integrity but also honesty and 
reliability (Tschannen-Moran, 2004). Furthermore, teachers do not compete or try to prove 
who is better. As a result of these high levels of relational trust, a caring, empathetic, and 
healthy climate pervades the ES at PIS. 
Literacy Coach and Learning Leaders 
These stakeholders’ motivation and passion to learn, to build effective teams, and to 
improve their practices have the potential to be strong change drivers. Their actions as a 
community of leaders will highlight and communicate the benefits and importance of the 
change vision (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). To do so, their knowledge, network, and 
personality power need to be harnessed (Cawsey et al., 2016). As a result, in the change 
process of this OIP, the literacy coach will be the lead change implementer and the learning 
leaders will be the change implementers. 
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Aligned Direction 
There is a logical, visible, and linear connection between this organizational strategic 
objective (PIS, 2016) and the changes this OIP aims to realize. Connecting the OIP’s 
outcomes and goals with the school’s strategic direction, as presented in Chapter 3, creates an 
aligned direction (Kirsch et al., 2011) and greater cohesion and coherence within the system 
that have the potential to support and catalyze the change vision. 
Available Resources 
The change this OIP aims to achieve will be driven and supported by available 
resources (Kirsch et al., 2011): time and funds. Time is and will continue to be available for 
teams to meet regularly and for extended periods as needed. Funds are and will continue to be 
available to hire substitutes as well as to invest in professional development and training. 
Although the change vision and two related priorities have guided the design and will 
inform the implementation of the action plan presented in Chapter 3, the four key change 
drivers will be leveraged in the phases of the change process to propel the change forwards. 
Organizational Change Readiness 
Organizational change is complex and context-specific (Judge & Douglas, 2009). 
Having a clear vision for change, harnessing change drivers, and having a deep understanding 
of an organization’s change readiness are key ingredients for a successful change process. As 
a matter of fact, lack of understanding of an organization’s change readiness can cause a 
change initiative to flounder (Weiner, 2009). Hence, this section defines the dimensions of 
change readiness and analyzing PIS’s readiness for change through two tools: Cawsey et al.’s 
(2016) readiness questionnaire and Reeves’s (2009) personal and organizational change 
readiness assessment. This section concludes by referencing a force field analysis. 
Change readiness is a multilevel and multidimensional theoretical construct (Holt et 
al., 2007, 2010; Rafferty et al., 2012). Originally, change readiness was defined as an 
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“individual’s beliefs, attitudes and intentions regarding the extent to which changes are 
needed and the organization’s capacity to successfully undertake those changes” (Armenakis 
et al., 1993, p. 4). Subsequently, this theoretical construct has broadened to include an 
organizations’ level of analysis (Rafferty et al., 2012) as well as to encompass cognitive, 
affective (Rafferty et al., 2012), psychological, and structural (Holt et al., 2010; Weiner, 
2009) dimensions. Multidimensional and multilevel perspectives of change readiness can 
help change leaders attain a deep understanding of their organization’s readiness for change 
(Holt et al., 2010). 
Armenakis and Harris (2009) proposed five factors that determine an individual’s 
level of support towards a proposed change: discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal 
support, and valence. Discrepancy refers to the employee’s belief that there is a need for 
change as a result of a gap between the current and desired organizational state. 
Appropriateness is the belief that the proposed change will close the identified gap. Efficacy 
is the belief that both the individuals and the organization have the capacity to successfully 
implement change. Principal support is the belief that formal leaders are committed to the 
success of the change that is envisaged. Last, valence refers to the belief that the change is 
beneficial to the change recipient and the organization (Armenakis & Harris, 2009). 
From an organizational level of analysis, similar factors can be considered when 
assessing organizational change readiness (Holt et al., 2010; Rafferty et al., 2012; Weiner, 
2009). This is because, according to Rafferty et al. (2012), change readiness is isomorphic, 
i.e., “all individuals perceive readiness along the same set of dimensions or that all 
workgroups or organizational members consider change readiness the same way” (p. 6). 
Whereas Weiner (2009) identified three factors that affect organizational change readiness 
(valence, change efficacy, and contextual factors), Holt et al. (2010) proposed two 
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psychological factors (collective commitment and efficacy) and three structural factors: 
discrepancy, support climate, and facilitation strategies. 
Weiner’s (2009) implicit definition of valence refers to organizational members 
valuing the specific impending change, i.e., “do they think that it is needed, important, 
beneficial, or worthwhile” (p. 3). Hence, for Weiner, valence encompasses discrepancy, 
appropriateness, and efficacy and aligns with the reference by Holt et al. to collective 
commitment. Like Armenakis and Harris (2009) and Holt et al. (2010), for Weiner too, 
change efficacy refers to the belief among the members of an organization that they can 
implement the change effectively in a particular context and situation with the help of 
appropriate resources. Weiner and Holt et al. have contended that contextual and structural 
conditions such as organizational culture and climate, policies and procedures, past 
experiences, organizational resources, and organizational structure affect organizational 
readiness in terms of valence and change effectiveness. 
Further, according to Weiner (2009), organizational culture can facilitate or hinder the 
change valence depending on the strength of the alignment between the values of the planned 
change and the values of the organization. To this end, Schein’s (2010) research can 
contribute to understanding the extent to which groups of individuals within an organization 
would value a desired change. According to Schein, to understand the espoused values that 
regulate a group’s behaviour, a change leader, team, or researcher needs to conduct an 
analysis of the group’s culture such the one found in Chapter 2 of this OIP. This analysis 
surfaced that PIS’s culturally espoused values that could facilitate and support the desired 
change are collaboration, belonging, and trusting relationships, whereas values that might 
deter the desired change are the need for professional autonomy and harmony. In addition, 
Weiner has also posited that each individual in an organization might value the change for 
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different reasons. These differences might affect the change valence as much as those 
resulting from commonly shared reasons. 
Tools to Assess PIS’s Change Readiness 
Holt et al. (2010) posited that leaders need to carefully consider the tools that measure 
readiness to change based on the level of analysis and the dimensions identified above. 
Following this suggestion, this OIP uses two tools for assessing the change readiness in the 
ES at PIS. As noted above, these tools are Cawsey et al.’s (2016) readiness for change 
questionnaire and Reeves’s (2009) personal and organizational change readiness assessment. 
Cawsey et al.’s (2016) extensive questionnaire assesses the organizational factors addressed 
by Weiner (2009), Holt et al. (2010), and Rafferty et al. (2012). The questionnaire aims to 
analyze the organization’s readiness for change rather than the individual’s; it consists of six 
readiness dimensions and 36 questions. All six dimensions and questions were used in this 
OIP in order to provide a broad-based understanding of the organization’s current readiness 
status (see Appendix C). To gain a more comprehensive understanding of the organization’s 
readiness position, Reeves’s (2009) assessment was also used as it measures individual 
leaders’ readiness as well as the organization’s. Though the reliability of these tools is limited 
to the opinion of the change agent, the information gathered was useful in raising awareness 
of PIS’s readiness for the proposed change. 
Readiness for Change Questionnaire 
Using Cawsey et al.’s (2016) questionnaire yielded a score of +19 points out of 36. 
This score suggests that the organization is in a good position to embark on the change 
proposed in this OIP. The readiness dimensions that will promote and support this change 
include credible leadership and change champions, and executive support and previous 
change experiences. Interpreting these results with reference to Judge and Douglas’s (2009) 
eight distinct and interrelated dimensions of organizational capacity for change, it can be 
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deduced that PIS has trustworthy leadership. Senior leaders have earned the trust of the 
organization and can show members how to meet collective goals (Cawsey et al., 2016), 
trusting followers engage in constructive dissent and willingly follow innovative ideas 
(Cawsey et al., 2016), and capable champions are empowered to lead, facilitate, and 
implement change (Judge & Douglas, 2009). 
That said, the readiness dimensions that need to be strengthened are openness to 
change and measures for change and accountability (Cawsey et al., 2016). An analysis of 
these dimensions with reference to Judge and Douglas’s (2009) organizational change 
capacity suggests that PIS needs to strengthen its innovative and accountable culture. More 
specifically, it needs to encourage innovative activities, implement effective channels of 
communication, and facilitate systems thinking. Furthermore, PIS needs to meet its deadlines 
consistently and use tools to track and measure change through organization-wide collection 
of data (Cawsey et al., 2016; Judge & Douglas, 2009). 
Personal Leadership and Organizational Readiness Tool 
Reeves’s (2009) readiness assessment tool is an interplay between leadership change 
capacity and organizational change capacity. The use of this tool requires two readiness 
assessments, personal leadership readiness and organizational readiness. Both these readiness 
assessments together comprise five criteria: planning, sense of urgency, and effects on results 
are the criteria for the former and personal support and focus are the criteria for the latter. The 
organizational readiness assessment uses two additional criteria: stakeholders and leadership 
focus. Both assessments are administered similarly. The change leader, in this case me, 
chooses three past change experiences both at a personal leadership and organizational levels 
and assesses these changes according to the criteria shared above. 
Reeves’s (2009) assessment tool shows that the ES at PIS is ready for learning. 
According to Reeves (2009), being ready for learning means that the change leader has 
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experience with leading successful change and has a strong capacity for planning and 
executing change. It also means that to ready the organization for change, the leader must 
attend to planning, communicating, and executing change, a process that has been ad hoc at 
PIS. Furthermore, being ready for learning is different from being ready for change, which 
means that PIS needs to develop an evidence-based culture that creates compelling reasons 
for change that result in a sense of urgency (Reeves, 2009). In summary, these two change 
readiness tools (Cawsey et al., 2016; Reeves, 2009) point out that for PIS to be ready for this 
change, the change agent, in collaboration with the change facilitator and implementers 
(Cawsey et al., 2016), will need to focus on strengthening the organization’s openness to 
change and use a theory of change that includes explicit ways to track and measure change. 
Taking into consideration the information yielded by Cawsey et al.’s (2016) and 
Reeves’s (2009) change readiness tools, along with the challenges and change drivers 
identified in this chapter, the competing forces for and against the change are compared in a 
force field analysis presented in Appendix D. This force field analysis (Cawsey et al., 2016) 
gives insight into designing a change process that upsets the balance by increasing the 
pressures for the change, both in intensity and number, and decreasing the restraining forces 
and/or converting them into driving forces. 
Chapter 1 Conclusion 
This chapter began with a description the organizational context and presented the 
PoP. The PoP in the ES at PIS is the lack of intentional and strategic collaborative practices. 
The PoP was framed by a literature review, an analysis of meetings in the ES, and an analysis 
of PIS through Bolman and Deal’s (2017) human resources and structural frames. The 
chapter offered a vision for change and postulated two priorities to address the PoP: (a) build 
and sustain high-performing teams and (b) implement intentional and strategic collaborative 
practices. This chapter also identified four change drivers that will be leveraged to catalyze 
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the change and explained that the development of this OIP was guided by five questions and 
shaped by the findings of two multilevel and multidimensional readiness assessment tools. 
Central to this chapter was the articulation of my agency to lead this change, as well 
as a synthesis of the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP. A distillation of this theoretical 
foundation resulted in the three LPs that permeate this OIP and will steer its implementation. 
These leadership approaches are further explored in Chapter 2, where 10 related LBs are 
presented that will be used to propel the change in relation to the PoP. 
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Chapter 2: Planning and Development 
Chapter 2 focuses on the planning and development of the change that will address 
the PoP at PIS. Building from the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP, this chapter presents 
10 LBs that, when aligned with the LPs and embedded in the change process, have the 
potential to propel the desired change forward. This chapter also considers the change path 
model (CPM; Cawsey et al., 2016) as the ideal process for moving the organization to its 
desired state and outlines the needed changes that result from an organizational. Finally, this 
chapter assesses four possible solutions to address the PoP and engages in a study of the 
ethical considerations as they apply to any phase of the change process. 
Leadership Approaches to Change 
Chapter 1 showcased the theoretical framework of this OIP that nests three 
interrelated leadership models (transformational, distributed, and constructivist) within my 
pragmatic worldview and socioconstructivism as the foundational theory (see Figure 1). The 
interrelation of these theoretical underpinnings resulted in a synthesis of three key LPs that 
will ground and guide the development and implementation of this OIP. Building from the 
leadership lens presented in Chapter 1, this section of the OIP articulates and describes 10 
LBs that correspond to each of the LPs. These LBs will be enacted throughout the change 
process to propel the organization towards its desired state. The LPs and LBs are outlined in 
Table 1 and explored herein. 
LP1 and Salient Leadership Behaviours 
LP1 defines leadership as a reciprocal process between formal leaders and followers 
who work and learn together towards a shared common purpose within a given context. The 
four key LBs that align with this principle and that I will enact as the change leader are 




Leadership Behaviours That Correlate to the Three Leadership Principles 
LPs Salient LBs to propel change 
Leadership principle 1 (LP1): 
Leadership is a reciprocal process 
between leaders and followers 
working and learning together 
towards a shared common purpose 
within a given context. 
LB1. Enlist others in a common vision. 
LB2. Enable and participate in collaborative 
inquiry. 
LB3. Share decision-making. 
LB4. Engage in, facilitate, and advocate for 
courageous conversations.  
Leadership principle 2 (LP2): 
Leadership processes and 
behaviours are rooted in trusting 
relationships among diverse 
individuals within a community. 
LB5. Respect and value all teachers’ ideas and 
opinions. 
LB6. Care about the personal and professional 
lives of teachers. 
LB7. Model behaviours and make leaders’ 
practices public. 
LB8. Act with integrity. 
Leadership principle 3 (LP3): 
Leadership harnesses the potential 
of individuals and teams, and in 
doing so, it develops and 
transforms people and their 
organizations. 
LB9. Enable, support, and promote leadership 
capacity. 
LB10. Invest in the learning and development of 
individuals and teams. 
Note. LP = leadership principle; LB = leadership behaviour. 
Enlist Others in a Common Vision 
In alignment with the transformational and constructivist leadership models and LP1, 
enlisting others in a common vision for the desired organization state is a key LB that aims to 
motivate and inspire followers (Bennis & Nanus, 2003; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Leithwood 
& Sun, 2012; Sharratt & Planche, 2016), get at the heart of shared purpose, and create 
significant change in a company (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). Hence, appealing to the shared 
aspirations of stakeholders (Kouzes & Posner, 2007) is vital, so that the process of defining 
the vision and setting direction will become a shared function of a group (Grogan & 
Shakeshaft, 2011). 
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Enable and Participate in Collaborative Inquiry 
Rooted in a socioconstructivist theory, collaborative inquiry (CI; DeLuca et al., 2014) 
is both a chosen solution to address the PoP and a process by which formal leaders and 
followers will engage in working and learning together towards a shared common purpose 
(Grogan & Shakeshaft, 2011). CI can help change leaders mobilize and monitor improvement 
efforts (Sharratt & Planche, 2016). To enable CI, change leaders need to ensure that the 
following conditions are present: time, resources, and incentives for positive and productive 
sharing of knowledge (DeLuca et al., 2017; Leithwood et al., 2010); strategies that promote 
and advance intentional peer interactions (Fullan, 2008); and norms for collaboration 
(Garmston & Wellman, 2016). To operationalize LP1 in the context of this OIP, as the 
change leader I will need to actively participate in CI processes and model an inquisitive 
learning stance. 
Share Decision-Making 
Grounded in democratic practices of the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP, 
another important LB that aligns with socioconstructivist theory and LP1 is engaging others 
in decisions that affect their lives (Harris, 2009), enhance their self-worth, and propel the 
needed changes (Grogan & Shakeshaft, 2011). This LB can be enacted within a flattened 
organizational structure with shared common values and purposes (Walker, 2002). In a 
flattened organizational structure like the one in the ES at PIS power is viewed as a source of 
energy for achieving shared goals and purposes (Sergiovani, 1992), and formal leaders such 
as the change agent relinquish some of their power and authority to others. 
Engage In, Facilitate, and Advocate for Courageous Conversations 
Engaging in and facilitating courageous conversations through a socio constructivist 
lens will enable LP1. In courageous conversations, formal and informal leaders challenge 
current practices, foster innovation, listen, act on ideas, and provide feedback (The Institute 
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for Education Leadership, 2013). Inviting skeptics to engage in constructivist and courageous 
conversations has the potential to engage them as partners in the process of inquiry related to 
a change (Reeves, 2021). Further, courageous conversations help surface contradictions that 
allow the group to look deeply, learn, and be more effective (Wagner & Kegan, 2006), which 
in turn aids the process of shared decision-making. 
LP2 and Salient Leadership Behaviours 
LP2 articulates that leadership processes are grounded in trusting relationships among 
diverse individuals within a community. Table 1 identifies four LBs that align with LP2. 
Respect and Value All Teachers’ Ideas and Opinions 
Respecting stakeholders is a key LB that promotes and sustains trust (Bryk & 
Schneider, 2003). Leaders demonstrate respect by carefully listening to and valuing others’ 
ideas and opinions, regardless of their position (King & Stevenson, 2017). Even when they 
disagree, they do it without acting defensively (Bolman & Deal, 2017). Leaders show respect 
when they trust their followers’ professional judgements (Sharratt & Planche, 2016) and give 
them genuine autonomy to pursue initiatives (King & Stevenson, 2017). In an inclusive and 
diverse community of educators such as in PIS, an effective change leader must appreciate 
the value of each individual (Bendell et al., 2017). 
Care About the Personal and Professional Lives of Teachers 
In congruence with the transformational leadership model, relational trust in a 
community of learners is enhanced when the formal leaders act in ways that show that they 
care about the personal and professional lives of their employees (Bass & Avolio, 1993). In 
doing so, leaders strengthen the relationship between themselves and their followers. They 
should provide a supportive climate by listening carefully to the individual needs of teachers 
(Northouse, 2013), recognizing the accomplishments of the team members (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2007), and acting as a mentor, coach, and advisor to change recipients. 
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Model Behaviours and Make Leaders’ Practices Public 
Leaders who model the type of behaviours they expect promote and sustain trust 
within an organization (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Robinson, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). 
Change leaders set an example by walking the talk (Taylor, 2005) and aligning actions with 
shared values (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). As the change leader of this OIP, I will make 
practices public, admit mistakes, and be willing to change practices. These actions will show 
vulnerability, which is a key ingredient for risk-taking and innovation (Fink & Markholt, 
2011). Hence, my willingness to be vulnerable, based on the positive assumptions that others 
are benevolent, honest, open, reliable, and competent, will promote and solidify the needed 
trust (Powell & Kususma-Powell, 2015) to move this change forward. 
Act With Integrity 
To act with integrity refers to behaving in ways that are congruent with one’s values 
(Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Leithwood & Sun, 2012). Acting with 
integrity demands a clear and solid ethical stance to steer one’s behaviour (Bryk & Schneider, 
2003). Acting with integrity, a core LB, promotes credibility and trust. 
LP3 and Salient Leadership Behaviours 
The last LP that sustains this OIP refers to leadership as a process that harnesses the 
potential of individuals and teams to transform people and their organizations. The two 
salient LBs that align with this principle are described in this section. 
Enable, Support, and Promote Leadership Capacity 
Recognizing that people can perform acts of leadership without a formal position 
provides a valuable opportunity for developing the leadership capacity within an organization 
(Bendell et al., 2017). It is the role of formal leaders, such as the change agent of this OIP, to 
coordinate and leverage the talent and leadership capabilities of others to move the school 
forward (Harris, 2012). Guided by a distributed leadership model, this orchestration will 
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require empowering individuals who have the ability, talent, and capability to lead and 
provide them with greater responsibility and accountability for their work (Harris, 2012, 
2014; Harris & Lambert, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Murphy, 1968/2000). 
Invest in the Learning and Development of Individuals and Teams 
To harness the potential of stakeholders, leaders need to invest in the development of 
individuals and teams (Fullan, 2008). It is the responsibility of formal leaders to enable 
employees to learn continuously and to share this learning with others in the organization 
(Leithwood et al., 2010). Continuous professional development focuses on developing 
teachers’ instructional skills as well as their leadership and collaborative competencies 
(Harris & Lambert, 2003). 
Framework for Leading the Change Process 
Moving PIS from its current state to its desired state will require a tuning change 
(Nadler & Tushman, 1989). According to Nadler and Tushman (1989), a tuning change is 
incremental and continuous. The change addressed in this OIP is incremental because it will 
be “made within the context or frame of the current set of organizational strategies and 
components” (Nadler & Tushman, 1989, p. 196) as it aims to strengthen the organization’s 
collaborative practices. This tuning change seeks to increase efficiency (Nadler & Tushman, 
1989) and will include a period of adjustment and refinement as educators at PIS aim to align 
the changes with what is best for student learning (Garmston & Wellman, 2016). In doing so, 
this change will focus on collaborative practices that will demand new organizational ways of 
working, possibly challenging previously held values, and will require the teachers and 
administrators to gain new knowledge and skills (Garmston & Wellman, 2016). 
This OIP uses Cawsey et al.’s (2016) CPM to lead the desired tuning change. The 
CPM involves four phases: awakening, mobilization, acceleration, and institutionalization. 
Figure 2 illustrates the relationship between the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP and the 
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CPM. It shows the CPM embedded in a pragmatic worldview and socioconstructivist theory 
(Aubrey & Riley, 2016; Schunk, 2012; Walker, 2002) with the LPs grounding and permeating 
all phases of the change process and the 10 LBs, embedded in each of the CPM phases, 
helping propel the change forward. 
Figure 2 
Interrelationships Between the Theoretical Underpinning, Leadership Approaches, and CPM 
 
The CPM is a good fit to lead the process of organizational change at PIS because it 
guides and supports change agents in understanding the realities of the organization, can help 
ready PIS for the proposed change, empowers individuals and teams, and is action driven. 
CPM Guides and Supports Change Agents in Understanding Organizations 
Phases of the CPM encourage and challenge change leaders to gain a deep 
understanding of their organizations. During the awakening phase (Cawsey et al., 2016), 
leaders scan the external and internal factors that influence the organization and put pressure 
against a particular change. The awakening phase of this OIP began in Chapter 1 with an 
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initial scanning of the organization using Bolman and Deal’s (2017) human resources and 
structural frames, as well as an evaluation of PIS’s meetings. This phase continues here in 
Chapter 2 with a deeper organizational analysis using Nadler and Tushman’s (1989) 
congruence model (CM). In addition, the mobilization phase (Cawsey et al., 2016) suggests 
strategies for leaders to further analyze the components of their organization (e.g., 
stakeholder analysis). Thus, the CPM was chosen because its adaptability allows me, as 
change agent, the autonomy and flexibility to reach a solid understanding of the organization 
and to make decisions that are best for PIS. 
CPM Can Ready PIS for the Proposed Change 
All phases of the CPM will help me to ready the organization for change by 
strengthening PIS’s openness to change and its measures for change and accountability 
(Cawsey et al., 2016). During the awakening phase, communication channels will be used to 
enlist others in a shared vision and engage stakeholders in understanding the need for change. 
Both the scanning mechanisms and a clear and well-articulated vision for change could 
increase openness to change. The mobilization phase will focus on encouraging acceptance of 
and excitement for the change. The acceleration and institutionalization phases will involve 
periodically tracking the change, gauging progress toward goals, and making modifications to 
mitigate risks (Cawsey et al., 2016). These actions, often missing in change initiatives at PIS, 
will help institutionalize the proposed change. 
CPM Empowers Individuals and Teams 
In synergy with this OIP’s three leadership models and the socioconstructivist theory 
(Aubrey & Riley, 2016; Schunk, 2012; Walker, 2002), the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016) 
empowers people because it advocates for an inclusive and transparent change process and 
helps build the capacity of individuals and teams. During the awakening and mobilization 
phases, understanding of and commitment to change are created as stakeholders participate in 
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a dialogue of what needs changing. Through open lines of communication and ostentatious 
listening to different voices and perspectives, resistance to change can be diminished and 
cognitive shifts can be reached (Senge, 2006). Crucial to the success of these phases of the 
CPM are the following LBs: listening to and valuing others’ ideas, sharing decision-making, 
caring about the professional and personal lives of teachers, and promoting leadership 
capacity. Furthermore, during the acceleration phase, there is a focus on developing people’s 
skills, knowledge, and way of thinking to support the change (Cawsey et al. 2016). 
CPM Is Action Driven 
In congruence with my pragmatic worldview, the CPM is also action driven (Cawsey 
et al. 2016). The acceleration phase guides leaders to codevelop concrete action plans to close 
the gap between the current and desired state. During this phase, two ideas from the 
normalization process theory (Wood, 2017) take place: the first is cognitive participation, 
which refers to involvement and participation of teams and people in the action plans, and the 
second is collective action, which refers to the implementation of the action plan that requires 
the participants to deeply understand the work and how to go about doing it with the 
necessary resources. The acceleration phase of the CPM includes celebrating small wins, a 
pivotal focus of this OIP that is usually absent at PIS but that has the potential to build 
momentum and consolidate progress. Hence, a change leader can gain a great deal of 
guidance by adopting the CPM as it provides a roadmap, strategies, and tools for the 
implementation of intentional and strategic collaborative practices. 
Although the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016) is an ideal theoretical framework for leading 
a change at PIS, this approach has a few limitations that need to be mitigated. A limitation is 
that the CPM does not explicitly create the sense of urgency needed to reduce complacency, 
increase cooperation, foster commitment (Kotter, 2012), and help ready the organization for 
change (Reeves, 2009). Instead, it relies on the change leader to develop and effectively 
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communicate a compelling change vision. Further, the CPM entices the change leader to 
solely develop a change vision without taking input from the stakeholders. This disadvantage 
can be mitigated by LB1 during the awakening phase. 
Another limitation of the CPM that needs to be considered is that the change process 
can be perceived as simplistic and thus be used in a strict linear fashion. For example, an 
inexperienced change leader using the CPM might believe that all stakeholders need to 
understand the need for change and commit to the change vision before engaging with the 
acceleration phase. This action may cause the change to slow down and the energy from 
those who are committed to stall. Aiming for commitment by all stakeholders only during the 
awakening and mobilization phases is an unrealistic expectation (Reeves, 2021). Hence, to 
mitigate this limitation of the CPM, a change agent or team needs to understand and use the 
change process as a flexible guide rather than a set of lockstep simplistic linear actions. 
Furthermore, adaptive change leaders and teams need to engage with the CPM using an 
inquiry stance, regularly assessing what is and what is not working along the change path, 
and using these data to adjust courses of action. 
In choosing a framework for leading change, two other frameworks were considered 
for this OIP: appreciative inquiry (AI; Cooperrider et al., 2008) and Kotter’s (2012) 8-step 
model. Both have features that would have benefited PIS; however, their context-specific 
disadvantages prevailed. AI would have benefited the change process at PIS because (a) the 
dream stage could have generated needed energy and passion for the change, (b) it is an 
inquiry approach to change that aligns with the socioconstructivist theory as well as with the 
distributed and constructivist leadership models, (c) it is an inclusive process that aligns with 
LP1 (Cooperrider et al., 2008), and (d) it is appropriate for a tuning change. 
However, AI was not chosen to lead this proposed change at PIS for several reasons. 
First, it anchors the change process on positive stories and what is working well (Cooperrider 
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et al., 2008). This characteristic has the potential to reduce the needed survival anxiety 
(Schein & Schein, 2016), disregard the negative organizational experiences of constituents, 
and avoid courageous conversations that question the status quo (Bushe, 2011). Second, the 
dream stage of AI does not direct attention to the gap between the current and desired state, 
nor does it provide the change agent with well-articulated processes and tools for measuring 
and monitoring the change. Although energy is high in the design phase, implementation of 
AI can be spotty (Bushe, 2011). Finally, I as the change leader lack the necessary skills to 
effectively implement AI (Bushe, 2013). 
Kotter’s (2012) 8-step model was also considered as a framework to lead the change 
process because of its emphasis on developing a sense of urgency to fight complacency and 
its focus on celebrating small wins to propel the change. However, this model was discarded 
because it (a) positions the sense of urgency before the change vision is developed, (b) best 
applies to large-scale transformational changes (Kotter & Cohen, 2002) rather than a tuning 
change, and (c) is more of a top-down approach to lead a change, not engaging stakeholders 
to the degree the CPM does (Galli, 2018). 
Hence, considering these three frameworks for leading change, the CPM (Cawsey et 
al., 2016) was ideal for the given context. A key reason for choosing the CPM is that it guides 
and supports the change agent in understanding the realities of the organization through 
analysis, such as the one articulated in the next section of this OIP. 
Critical Organizational Analysis 
This section of the OIP engages in a critical organizational analysis using Nadler and 
Tushman’s (1989) CM and identifies needed changes. The CM was chosen for diagnosing 
PIS for several reasons. It is a specific and pragmatic open model that operationalizes a 
systems theory through the analysis of a set of organizational variables and their interactions 
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Nadler & Tushman, 1989). The CM aligns quite well with the CPM 
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because it considers external environmental forces that influence the organization. 
Furthermore, the CM encourages and promotes critical thinking about an organization’s 
inputs, outputs, and four fundamental interdependent organizational components—work, 
people, the formal organization, and the informal organization. According to Nadler and 
Tushman (1989), for an organization to be effective, the interdependent components must 
approach a state of congruence. Hence, an analysis of PIS’s interdependent components can 
provide a window into possible lack of congruencies that will help me identify what to 
change. A context-specific visual of Nadler and Tushman’s CM for PIS is available in 
Appendix E. 
Input Factors 
According to Nadler and Tushman (1989), inputs refer to the organization’s internal 
history, resources, and strategy, as well as external factors that influence the organization. 
These are the givens an organization faces as it embarks in a change process (Nadler & 
Tushman, 1989). For the change proposed in this OIP, the following inputs are considered 
and analyzed: resources, environment, and strategy. 
Resources 
PIS is an organization rich in resources that have the potential to support the proposed 
change. PIS resources are time available for teachers to collaborate, teachers who bring a 
wide range of experiences, the literacy coach and learning leaders, the newly remodelled 
open learning spaces, and technology. First, time for meetings is abundant at PIS. Between 40 
and 80 min are available in the teachers’ daily schedule to meet with colleagues. In addition, 
teams are granted release time three times per year and two professional learning days. 
In addition to time, teachers are also a resource. The school has the privilege to hire 
experienced and qualified teachers due to its pristine location, reputation, and competitive 
packages. Not only does PIS have experienced and passionate teachers, but the school also 
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possesses specialist educators who serve the needs of different learners, a literacy coach, and 
appointed learning leaders who are considered a driving force for this change. 
Open learning environments are also a driving force as well as a resource for this 
change. PIS has invested substantial funds into remodelling classrooms from single cellular 
spaces to open learning environments with no walls (between early childhood through to 
Grade 2 classrooms). The purpose of this remodelling was to promote the deprivatization of 
practices and improve collaboration among educators. 
Finally, technology is also a resource that needs to be considered for this change. 
Technology at PIS is copious, and it is widely used to facilitate collaboration and 
communication. PIS, however, does not have centralized software to collect and visualize the 
student learning data needed to facilitate intentional and strategic collaboration. 
Environment 
Two salient environmental factors should be considered for this change: international 
competition for highly competent teachers and the current COVID-19 pandemic. Teacher 
attrition in the ES at PIS averages five teachers every year. Recruiting takes a central role as 
the school needs to hire teachers from a rather small pool of experienced international 
educators. Competition is high for teachers who have the leadership and collaborative 
competencies required to work in a private school with such prestige as PIS. The SLT spends 
four to five months per year recruiting for the right fit. 
In addition to the competitive nature of teacher recruitment in international schools, 
the COVID-19 pandemic is placing a great deal of pressure on schools and affects many 
change initiatives. As a result of the pandemic, PIS’s student enrolment might decrease, 
creating redundancies in positions and possible layoffs. Layoffs can have a monumental 
effect on an organizational climate: teachers are feeling quite uncertain of their futures, and 
trust keeps eroding. Furthermore, the COVID-19 crisis is forcing teachers to meet remotely, 
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bringing new challenges to the already weak collaborative practices. Both teacher attrition 
and the consequences related to COVID-19 pandemic have been identified as restraining 
forces against the desired change. 
Strategy 
Within the context of this OIP, the strategy is to strengthen PIS’s collaborative 
practices to facilitate the realization of the school’s strategic objective. To accomplish this 
objective, this change aims to empower teachers in implementing intentional and strategic 
collaborative practices so that the school is greater than the sum of its parts (PIS, 2016). 
Outputs 
In the context of this OIP, outputs contribute to an organizational performance 
(Nadler & Tushman, 1989) and are affected by individual and team functions and behaviours. 
PIS’s outputs in the context of this change align with the change vision and can be measured 
in the growth and development of team efficacy, increased levels of teacher interdependence, 
and collective responsibility for the learning and well-being of all students. 
The Transformation Process 
According to Nadler and Tushman (1989), four organizational components combine 
to produce the desired outputs. These elements are work, the formal and informal 
organization, and the people (Cawsey et al., 2016). An analysis of these elements resulted in 
the identification of what needs to change to reach the desired state. 
Work 
Work refers to what an organization needs to do to accomplish its strategy (Nadler & 
Tushman, 1989). Work is a key element in this OIP that will yield the needed changes. Tasks 
in place that have the potential to carry out the organizational strategy are a wide range of 
meetings (see Appendix A), coaching, and LIFTs. Meetings in the ES at PIS identified and 
analyzed in Chapter 1 are key to this OIP. The analysis of these meetings suggests that only 
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homeroom teachers meet regularly to collaborate, and the conversations that take place in 
these meeting are low depth and monological as a result of professional norms of individual 
autonomy and the urgent need to specify future lessons. 
A change driver identified in Chapter 1 that aligns with the strategy and outputs of 
this change is coaching practices. The school currently has one literacy coach with 
outstanding leadership and collaborative skills who works with individuals and teams. Team 
coaching promotes and supports the team’s engagement in CI. Although individual and team 
coaching is desired and welcomed by most teachers at PIS, this form of professional learning 
is still in its infancy at PIS. LIFTs addressed in Chapter 1 are teacher inquiry projects that can 
be accomplished individually or in teams. All teachers engage with LIFTs with different 
levels of effectiveness. An assessment of LIFTs has yielded that teachers seldom use and 
analyze student learning data and that LIFTs do not necessarily align with the school’s 
learning principles. Hence, coaching practices, meetings, and LIFTs, if implemented 
coherently and effectively, have the potential to yield the desired organizational state. As a 
result, this OIP will consider ways that these elements can be improved and amplified. 
People 
Four sets of people need to be considered for this OIP: the ES principal, the literacy 
coach and learning leaders, the director of learning and head of school, and all ES teachers. 
For this change to be realized, the ES principal needs to become a change facilitator. To do 
this, I need to employ the most effective tactics for influencing managers, such as using and 
giving reasons and friendliness (Cawsey et al., 2016). Developing a coalition (Cawsey et al., 
2016) without involving the ES principal will not work and could jeopardize that person’s 
trust in me. Developing a coalition is a tactic that could influence the director of learning, 
who oversees the school’s professional development system for teachers. For this change to 
succeed, the director of learning and head of school would need to support it. 
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The literacy coach and learning leaders have been identified as change drivers as well 
as resources for this change. The literacy coach and learning leaders are stakeholders with 
network, knowledge, and personality power who will act as change implementers (Cawsey et 
al., 2016). The literacy coach has the capacity and agency for helping chart the change 
forward, nurturing support, and mitigating resistance (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 26) and will be 
considered the lead implementer. Learning leaders will be implementers of this change as 
they have the agency to assist the change agent and facilitator (the ES principal) identifying 
issues within their teams and helping to resolve them, alleviating resistance, and providing 
support to colleagues (Cawsey et al., 2016). Last, ES teachers are central to this change. 
Teachers are the change recipients, and they are expected to change how they collaborate to 
ensure that the change is impactful. 
The Formal Organization 
This element refers to how formal systems and structures of the organization can 
influence people’s behaviours, consistent with the organizational strategy (Cawsey et al., 
2016; Nadler & Tushman, 1989). To this end, this OIP presents and analyzes key 
organizational structures and systems that affect the identified strategy. 
Formal Organizational Structure. Appendix F illustrates the ES organizational 
structure represented in the form of a web rather than a pyramid because formal leaders 
regularly involve teachers in decision-making processes (Grogan & Shakeshaft, 2011). 
Appendix F also illustrates who in the organization works in teams and who does not. 
Teachers who are required to collaborate are likely to have an easier transition accepting and 
implementing the change than those who are used to working independently. 
Appraisal System. Grounded in the belief that individuals are self-directed learners, 
LIFTs are the formal professional growth model for all educators at PIS. As a result, the 
school lacks a formal appraisal system; none of the educators receive running feedback on 
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their performance. Lack of feedback has both a direct and indirect effect on strategy as 
employees are not used to examining or reflecting on their practices with others. Examination 
of and reflection on practices are key behaviours that will enable the change vision. 
Systems for Accountability. Assessment of the organizational readiness for change 
suggests that the PIS lacks formal accountability systems. Possible causes include (a) absence 
of a coherent approach to collect, visualize, and analyze student learning data; (b) ad-hoc 
change management approaches that have not included ways of monitoring and tracking 
change initiatives; and (c) lack of a formal appraisal system that focuses on providing 
feedback for learning to all educators. This lack of a shared formal accountability system may 
shape educators’ stance towards their collective responsibility for all student learning. 
The Informal Organization 
This section of the organizational analysis focuses on its culture. Formally defined by 
Schein (2010), 
the culture of a group is a pattern of shared basic assumptions learned by a group as it 
solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, which has worked 
well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the 
correct way to perceive, think, and feel about those problems. (p. 38) 
PIS’s culture, in particular the subculture of the ES, influences this OIP. As a result, 
the following analysis was taken into consideration when determining what needs to change. 
The cultural analysis of the ES at PIS includes the four areas presented below. 
Trusting Relationships. As shared previously in this OIP, relational trust is high at 
PIS. This claim is supported by its most recent accreditation report (PIS, 2017), which stated, 
“Strong interpersonal relationships exist between and among a wide range of stakeholders” 
(LP 10 section, para. 2). Relational trust is a change driver, yet it is currently being threatened 
by possible layoffs resulting from decreased enrolment caused by the COVID-19 crisis. 
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Cognitive Conflict in a Caring Culture. In alignment with the transformational 
leadership that permeates the school, the ES at PIS has a caring culture where formal leaders 
care about the personal and professional lives of teachers. Data from the employee 
satisfaction survey confirm this claim (see Appendix B). Yet to maintain a friendly and 
caring culture, relationships between teachers and formal leaders tend to avoid cognitive 
conflicts. Employees do not necessarily know how to manage and harness conflict for 
learning, improvement, and development. In other words, conflict is often suppressed and 
smoothed over (Cawsey et al., 2016), and employees may not have the necessary leadership 
competencies to openly deal with conflicts with a focus on resolution and learning (Cawsey 
et al., 2016). From a socioconstructivist theory and pragmatic worldview lens, knowing how 
to harness cognitive conflicts will help prepare the organization for change (Cawsey et al., 
2016) as well as promote cognitive shifts within individuals and teams (Senge, 2006). 
Priorities, Lack of Time, and Collective Responsibility. Teachers in the ES at PIS 
often feel overwhelmed by the myriad of demands associated with their jobs. Consequently, 
teachers feel and express that there is not enough time to accomplish their numerous 
responsibilities. This perceived lack of time leads to teachers focusing solely on their classes 
and students. Teachers believe that they do not have enough time to pay closer attention to 
the learning and well-being of all students in the ES and at the learning of their colleagues. 
Levels of Interdependence and Professional Autonomy. Although the ES 
characterizes itself as collaborative, the current weak collaborative practices and teachers’ 
need for their professional autonomy unintentionally support and promote independent 
teacher-to-teacher relationships that make teaching at PIS a personal (Little, 1990) rather than 
a collective endeavour. 
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Needed Changes 
Nadler and Tushman’s (1989) CM is used to analyze PIS to determine what needs to 
change. Information from previous sections of this OIP, including findings from the change 
readiness assessments and relevant research with regards to intentional and strategic 
collaboration, is included in this analysis. Figure 3 presents what needs to change at PIS to 
close the gap between its current and desired state. These findings are used herein as criteria 
for assessing possible solutions to address the PoP. 
Figure 3 
Needed Changes That Arise From Shifts in How People Work and Behave 
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Possible Solutions to Address the PoP 
The PoP of this OIP is the lack of intentional and strategic collaborative practices. A 
deep analysis of the organization has identified what needs changing (see Figure 3) in order 
to move PIS towards the change vision. This section presents and describes four possible 
solutions to address the PoP, evaluates these solutions against four criteria and related 
indicators (see Table 2), and defends the decision to combine two solutions into one 
integrated solution. The four proposed solutions are keeping the status quo, implementing 
lesson study, implementing coteaching, and fostering CI. The criteria for evaluating and 
choosing the integrated solution are as follows: 
• Criterion 1: The solution aligns with the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP. 
More specifically, the pragmatic solution is rooted in a socioconstructivist theory 
and is congruent with the leadership models and principles of this OIP. 
• Criterion 2: The solution enables the change vision and key priorities. 
• Criterion 3: The solution addresses needed changes, as established in Figure 3. 
• Criterion 4: The solution addresses the levels of required resources. Resources 
needed for this change are time, human, and information. Information in this 
context refers to the competencies that educators need to implement a solution. 
Possible Solution 1: Keep the Status Quo 
PIS can choose to keep the status quo and maintain its collaborative practices, but 
they will not yield the desired organizational state. The status quo will perpetuate the current 
practices that created this PoP. These practices include a range of daily, weekly, and monthly 
meetings among some of the teachers in the ES. During the majority of these meetings, 
teachers tend to have low-depth, monological, practical, and transactional conversations 
characterized by pacing, logistics, tips, and tricks (Horn et al., 2017), and recounts of 
teaching and learning events (Kvam, 2018). 
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Table 2 
Evaluation of Possible Solutions Against Identified Criteria and Indicators 
Criteria to assess each solution 
Possible solutions  
Status quo Lesson study Coteaching 
Collaborative 
inquiry (CI) 
Criterion 1: The solution aligns with the theoretical underpinnings of the OIP     
Indicator 1.1: Pragmatic and rooted in a socioconstructivist theory.     
Indicator 1.2: Congruent with the LPs of this OIP.     
Criterion 2: The solution enables the change vision and priorities     
Indicator 2.1: Teachers work and learn interdependently in high-performing teams.     
Indicator 2.2: Collective responsibility for student learning and well-being.     
Criterion 3: The solution addresses what needs changing     
Indicator 3.1: Coherent ways of collecting, visualizing, and analyzing student data.   
   
Indicator 3.2: Dialogical conversations that lead to the co-construction of new ideas.   
   
Indicator 3.3: Meetings framed on a collaborative inquiry cycle.  
   
Indicator 3.4: Professional feedback that is growth producing for all educators.   
   
Indicator 3.5: Collective competence to harness cognitive conflicts.   
   
Indicator 3.6: Teams with shared expertise and common purposes.   
   
Indicator 3.7: All teachers at PIS are engaged in this solution.  
   
Criterion 4: Level of required resources for each solution      
Indicator 4.1: Required time (Time)         
Indicator 4.2: Personnel needed (Human)         
Indicator 4.3: Teachers’ competencies needed (Information)         
Note. Green = meets indicator; yellow = somewhat meets indicator; red = does not meet indicator; dark blue = high requirement; light blue = low 
requirement. 
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These types of conversations do not align with a socioconstructivist theory and as 
such are often void of inquiry, dialogue, critique, and reflection; they do not yield the 
development of joint ideas and knowledge. The status quo will legitimize current practices 
(Hales, 2017) rather than reap the benefit of its desired collaborative culture. An evaluation of 
the status quo depicted in Table 2 provides evidence that this possible solution does not meet 
any of the indicators of Criteria 1 and 2, yet it requires time. 
The status quo requires that the majority of the ES teachers spend a range of 80–100 
min in meetings each week. The status quo does not require additional personnel or a high 
level of teacher and team collaborative competencies. The status quo could be an attractive 
choice as it reduces the number of initiatives and scope of change, thereby decreasing 
workload and the resistance caused by anxiety and fear. Status quo is the solution that PIS 
has chosen for the past decade, and it is the choice that has created the PoP of this OIP. 
Therefore, choosing to keep the status quo will not be the path taken in this OIP. 
Possible Solution 2: Implement Lesson Study 
Lesson study, a form of intentional and strategic collaborative practice, values the 
deprivatization of teaching practices and aims for teachers to learn with and from each other. 
Lesson study is based on an inquiry cycle that involves established teams in planning a 
lesson, teaching it, observing it, reflecting on its impact, revising the lesson, and going 
through the cycle a second time (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018). Lesson study follows a 
protocol that provides teachers with a safe platform to observe, evaluate, and offer feedback 
on each other’s practices (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018). Furthermore, lesson study 
provides an opportunity for teachers to inquire into (a) the content and skills of what they 
teach, (b) instructional strategies they use, and (c) students’ understandings and applications 
of the learning (Johnson et al., 2017). 
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Rooted in a socioconstructivist theory, lesson study engages teachers in co-
construction of knowledge and ideas to move their professional practices forward and 
improve their schools. Conditions that are needed in schools for lesson study to yield its 
desired results include a mature and stable school with a pervasive culture of collaboration 
with high relational trust (Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018; Johnson et al., 2017) and highly 
experienced and motivated teachers who function effectively in teams (Johnson et al., 2017). 
Lesson study meets both indicators of Criterion 1. Evaluating this form of intentional 
and strategic collaborative practice against Criterion 2, I posit that lesson study has high 
potential to increase teachers’ interdependency and help sustain, yet not necessarily build, the 
effectiveness of existing teams. However, if lesson study is implemented sporadically, with 
teams of teachers who do not regularly work together or do not work well together, this form 
of collaboration is unlikely to yield the desired results. Hence, lesson study is dependent on 
the efficacy of teams. 
Evaluating lesson study against the indicators of Criterion 3 surfaces that this form of 
collaboration provides professional feedback that is growth producing (Hargreaves & 
O’Connor, 2018); it supports and promotes the co-construction of ideas through dialogue and 
uses evidence of student learning as the anchor for reflection and future actions. However, 
this form of collaborative practices is not far-reaching, as it is most effective when it is 
localized to a smaller, already-existing efficacious team (Johnson et al., 2017). 
High levels of resources are needed to implement lesson study. Personnel refers to the 
teachers who will carry out the lesson study, as well as the substitutes who would be needed 
to cover the classes for the teachers to observe their colleagues’ lessons. Furthermore, 
substitutes might be needed to provide teachers with time to debrief and reflect. This need for 
substitute teachers places lesson study at a high need for human resources (see Table 2). With 
regards to time, lesson study is a time-consuming collaborative practice and does not yield 
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rapid changes (Johnson et al., 2017). Time is needed for collaboration and planning of the 
lesson, to observe and debrief the lesson, and to go through this cycle twice. It is estimated 
that the time needed to implement lesson study would be greater than keeping the status quo 
and fostering CI, and equivalent to instituting coteaching. 
Although PIS has fertile ground to engage in this form of collaborative practice, it 
was not chosen as a solution for this OIP. The key reasons for this decision are as follows. 
First, lesson study requires highly efficacious teams, a requirement that the school cannot 
meet at this time. Improving the effectiveness of teams is a priority of this OIP. Second, 
lesson study works well with established teams, and as a result, not all teachers and teams 
would benefit from this collaborative practice. Third, it requires high levels of resources 
(time, human, and information). Finally, lesson study will not fully enable the change vision 
of this OIP. 
Possible Solution 3: Institute Coteaching (or Collaborative Teaching) 
There are numerous definitions of coteaching. For this OIP and in line with the 
desired organizational state, coteaching is defined as “multiple professionals working 
together in a co-teaching team, based on a shared vision, in a structured manner, during a 
longer period in which they are equally responsible for good teaching and good learning of 
all students in their classroom” (Fluijt et al., 2016, p. 196). This definition of coteaching 
encompasses coteaching partners planning together (co-planning), simultaneously engaging 
in instructional processes (co-instruction), and collaboratively reflecting on their practices 
(co-reflection) in a coordinated, intentional, and purposeful manner (Beninghof, 2020). 
Traditionally, coteaching takes place between a homeroom teacher and support teachers 
(Beninghof, 2020; Friend et al., 2010; Shamberger & Friend, 2013); however, for this OIP, 
coteaching refers to multiple professionals that include grade-level teams and specialist 
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teachers. For example, a coteaching team could include three homeroom teachers in a grade 
level along with the EAL teacher, the two or three teacher aides, and the music teacher. 
Coteaching both enables and requires teams to engage in ongoing dialogue and 
reflection about their joint work, resulting in the co-construction of ideas and professional 
learning (Eden, 2018; Ohlsson, 2013; Shamberger & Friend, 2013). For this to happen, 
certain conditions are needed for coteaching to succeed: leadership, professional 
development, time, and collaboration skills. Multiple researchers have agreed that the 
effectiveness of coteaching in a K–12 school setting hinges on formal leaders fostering a 
culture of trust (Eden, 2018; Mackey et al., 2017; Ohlsson, 2013; Pratt, 2014; Rytivaara & 
Kershner, 2012), developing a shared vision of coteaching (Mackey et al., 2017; Murawski, 
2006; Shamberger & Friend, 2013; Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012), and ensuring that 
resources are available to support coteaching (Mackey et al., 2017; Shamberger & Friend, 
2013). Other studies have shown that teachers often do not have the necessary coteaching and 
collaboration skills to successfully implement coteaching in their classrooms (Friend et al., 
2010; Mackey et al., 2017; Ohlsson, 2013), and as a result, maintaining a focus on their 
professional learning is essential. Furthermore, it is imperative for the effectiveness of 
coteaching that leaders provide teachers with ample time to coplan during the school day 
(Shamberger & Friend, 2013; Takala & Uusitalo-Malmivaara, 2012). 
An evaluation of coteaching against Criteria 1 and 2 shows that this intentional and 
strategic collaboration fully meets the indicators. That is to say, coteaching aligns with the 
theoretical principles and, unlike all other solutions, coteaching has the greatest potential to 
achieve the desired organizational state. With regards to Criterion 3, coteaching has the 
potential to meet indicators 3.1 through 3.7 (see Table 2). Effective implementation of 
coteaching would use a coherent way to collect and analyze student data, engage teachers in 
dialogical conversations that lead to new ideas, and provide avenues for teachers to give and 
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receive ongoing professional feedback. Coteaching has the potential to build and sustain 
efficacious teams as long as co-planning is intentional and strategic. Although coteaching 
could be limited to already-established teams, PIS is well positioned to include specialist 
teachers in coteaching practices. 
In terms of resources related to Criterion 4, instituting coteaching will require daily 
time for teams to meet. This need for time is estimated to be higher than keeping the status 
quo, particularly at the beginning of the implementation phase (Beninghof, 2020). 
Fortunately, the current ES schedule provides teachers in the same grade level with daily 
common planning time. Furthermore, coteaching will also require teachers’ competencies in 
collaboration skills and coteaching practices. Consequently, professional learning is critical to 
this possible solution. In terms of personnel, coteaching will require slightly higher levels 
than keeping the status quo, as more educators will be eventually involved in this form of 
collaborative practice. 
Instituting coteaching is one of the chosen solutions for addressing the PoP for the 
following reasons: 
• Coteaching is not a new practice at PIS. In 2016, the school began its coteaching 
journey between homeroom and EAL teachers with varying levels of 
effectiveness. In congruence with the definition of tuning change (Nadler & 
Tushman, 1989), this OIP aims to advance, extend, and amplify PIS’s coteaching 
practices as the avenue to reach the desired organizational state. 
• Coteaching will be reinforced and supported by the newly remodelled open 
learning spaces identified as a change driver. 
• Coteaching fully meets Criteria 1, 2, and 3. Furthermore, PIS possesses two of the 
resources of Criterion 4 to support and enhance coteaching: time and leadership. 
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• As the change agent, I have the agency, positional power, and knowledge power 
to lead the implementation of the next iteration of coteaching practices at PIS. 
Possible Solution 4: Foster CI 
CI “is a structure in which members of a professional learning community (PLC) 
come together to systematically examine their educational practices” (Donohoo, 2013, p. 1). 
CI is evident when together, teachers regularly investigate the shared problems of practice in 
order to solve adaptive challenges and improve and transform learning (DeLuca et al., 2017, 
Donohoo, 2013; Hargreaves & O’Connor, 2018). Rooted in socioconstructivist theory 
(DeLuca et al., 2014), CI expands the identity of teachers from that of practitioners who use 
knowledge developed by others’ empirical research to that of practitioner researchers who, in 
collaboration with others, are theory generators and knowledge creators (Nelson, 2008). 
Fundamental to CI is teachers’ commitment to act in trying new pedagogy and assessing the 
effect of those actions through regular and structured dialogue that is reflective, adaptive, and 
iterative (Donohoo, 2013; Katz & Dack, 2014; Ontario Ministry of Education, 2014). 
CI is framed around an inquiry process and requires conditions to succeed. The 
inquiry process or cycle in CI is composed of four parts: framing the problem, collecting 
evidence, analyzing the evidence, and documenting, sharing, and celebrating (Donohoo, 
2013). This process supports educators to become data literate and to skillfully engage in 
dialogue (Sharratt & Planche, 2016). Conditions needed for CI to succeed are supportive 
leadership, norms of collaboration, time to collaborate, professional development, protocols 
to guide data collection and analysis, skilled facilitators (David, 2009), and trusting 
relationships (DeLuca et al., 2017; The Institute for Education Leadership, 2013). 
Fostering CI aligns with the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP and has the greatest 
potential (of all proposed solutions) to fully address the needed changes. CI also has the 
potential to enable the change vision to be operationalized. However, CI alone might not fully 
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support and promote teacher collective responsibility for student learning and well-being. In 
terms of resources required for this solution, time and personnel are needed at the same level 
as keeping the status quo, suggesting that these resources are already in place at PIS. Similar 
to implementing lesson study and instituting coteaching, fostering CI requires teacher 
competency in inquiry processes and collaboration skills. They could be achieved through 
professional development and engagement with CI with the support of a coach or facilitator. 
CI is the second chosen solution for addressing the PoP, for several reasons: 
• It can improve and optimize the way teachers coplan within a coteaching model. 
• PIS has the required resources to support CI, such as time and learning leaders 
with varied knowledge of CI. Furthermore, PIS has most of the needed 
conditions to fully implement CI, such as a trusting culture, supportive 
leadership, and teachers with a deep knowledge of inquiry teaching and learning. 
• CI meets most of the indicators associated with Criteria 1, 2, and 3. 
• As with coteaching, CI was chosen because as the change agent, I have the 
agency, positional power, and knowledge power to lead its implementation. 
The Chosen Solutions in an Integrated Decomposition Model 
Using an integrated decomposition model (Riel & Martin, 2017), the two chosen 
solutions, instituting coteaching and fostering CI, are expected to address the PoP and move 
the organization from its current to its desired state. An integrated decomposition model is 
favoured because each solution (coteaching and CI) simultaneously addresses the discrete 
parts of the problem (Riel & Martin, 2017) as established by the indicators of Criteria 2 and 3 
presented in Table 2. For example, coteaching has the potential to fully enable and promote 
the collective responsibility for student learning and well-being, and CI has the potential to 
frame joint planning, assessing, and reflecting with iterative inquiry cycles. Hence, using an 
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integrated decomposition model, coteaching and CI address the discrete parts of the problem, 
meet all criteria outlined in Table 2, and enhance and complement each other’s benefits. 
Plan-Do-Study-Act Cycle Applied to the Preferred Integrated Solution 
Chapter 3 of this OIP is concerned with the implementation of an integrated 
coteaching and CI model designed to address the lack of intentional and strategic 
collaborative practices at PIS. Although the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016) is the chosen 
framework for leading this change, the plan-do-study-act (PDSA) cycle will guide the 
“developing, testing, implementing and spreading changes that result in improvements” 
(Moen & Norman, 2009, Section 2.3, para. 1). The PDSA is a pragmatic, constructivist, and 
iterative framework that aligns and supports the theoretical underpinnings, leadership 
theories, and chosen change framework of this OIP. The PDSA cycle is a framework that 
promotes both single-loop and double-loop learning (Pietrzak & Paliszkiewicz, 2015). It is 
used for the application of improvement methods that facilitate teamwork and provide 
opportunities for people to take action (Moen & Norman, 2009). The plan step of the cycle 
focuses on determining the measurable goals of the change and establishing methods to 
achieve them. The do step involves accomplishing what was planned, and the study step 
centres on assessing the extent to which the goals were achieved and identifying any 
deviation from the plans. The act step focuses on bolstering and preserving actions that were 
successful in achieving the goals and adjusting methods that were not to begin the cycle 
anew. At the heart of PDSA is learning that leads to improvement and sustainable change. 
In alignment with the ideals of the PDSA cycle, experts in implementing coteaching 
suggest starting small (Beninghof, 2020) to allow the organization to learn through trial and 
error, celebrate small wins, and in doing so, establish a successful model that will serve as an 
example to spread the initiative. Hence, the implementation of an integrated coteaching and 
CI solution will begin with grade-level homeroom teacher teams and learning support and 
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EAL teachers. The implementation and evaluation of these solutions are presented in Chapter 
3. This chapter now turns to examine the ethical considerations of the change. 
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change 
PIS will engage in a change process to shift the organization from its current state to 
its desired state through the implementation of coteaching and CI beginning with grade-level 
teams and some key support teachers. This chosen integrated solution will aim to achieve the 
vision of this change and in doing so address the PoP, articulated as the lack of intentional 
and strategic collaborative practices. To effectively lead this change, the change leader needs 
to consider ethical implications and how they connect to the three LPs and related LBs. 
Ethics “are beliefs about what is right or wrong; they provide a basis for judging the 
appropriateness of behavior and they guide people in their dealings with other individuals, 
groups and organizations” (Burnes & By, 2011, p. 244). In congruence with my pragmatic 
worldview, this OIP uses a utilitarian consequentialist approach to ethics (Burnes & By, 
2011). This theoretical stance holds that actions should be judged by their consequences and 
that actions are ethical if they maximize the benefit for everyone (Burnes & By, 2011). A 
utilitarian consequentialist approach to ethics will guide my decisions as the change agent. Its 
values of transparency and democratic decision-making align with the LPs and LBs. 
Guided by the utilitarian consequentialist approach, I have chosen Starratt’s (1991) 
multidimensional framework to examine the ethical factors involved in the implementation of 
coteaching and CI at PIS. Although this framework is rooted in theory, its pragmatic nature 
brings ethical inquiry much closer to the working lives of school leaders (Starratt, 1991). In 
other words, this multidimensional framework helps leaders to unambiguously explore the 
ethical dilemmas in their given contexts (Ehrich et al., 2015; Liu, 2015). Starratt’s (1991) 
framework is also grounded in the belief that educational leaders are morally responsible for 
proactively creating an ethical environment for teaching and learning (Starratt, 1991). Hence, 
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this section of the OIP first describes how Starratt’s (1991) ethical leadership framework 
connects to the LPs and LBs. Then, guided by utilitarian consequentialism, it applies the 
framework along with the LPs and LBs when considering anticipated ethical challenges 
inherent in the desired change. 
Starratt’s (1991) framework consists of three interrelated and complementary ethics: 
the ethic of critique, the ethic of justice, and the ethic of care. The ethic of critique is rooted 
in a set of values that include democratic participation, equality, and human and civil rights 
(Starratt, 1991). This ethic scrutinizes the power dynamics inherent in the social 
arrangements of formal and informal organizational structures and systems to reach greater 
equity for students and teachers (Ehrich et al., 2015; Starratt, 1991). Furthermore, the ethic of 
critique encourages leaders to uncover and face possible injustices in order to make practices 
more responsive to the needs of all members of a community (Ehrich et al., 2015). LP3 
supports the ethic of critique because to harness the potential of individuals and teams, the 
change agent needs to evaluate the possible power dynamics among stakeholders during the 
awakening and mobilization phases of the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Whereas the ethic of critique examines the social systems and structures of an 
organization, the ethic of justice focuses on developing a “blueprint for reconstructing the 
social order it criticizes” (Starratt, 1991, p. 191). The ethic of justice is concerned with the 
fair and equitable treatment of people (Ehrich et al., 2015). It aligns with Lewin’s (1947, as 
cited in Burnes & By, 2011) democratic-humanistic values and with Liu’s (2015) construct of 
ethical leadership, understood as “a force to subvert unequal structures of power” (p. 345). 
The ethic of justice encompasses two interrelated understandings: individual choices to act 
justly and an organization’s choice to govern its actions justly. Both serve the common good 
as well as uphold the rights of the individual in an organization (Starratt, 1991). 
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The ethic of justice is salient in LP1, LP3, and their related LBs. LP1 is concerned 
with the reciprocal process between leaders and followers who work together towards a 
shared purpose. A change leader, guided by the ethic of justice, should enlist others in a 
common vision and articulate and affirm commonly shared values during the awakening and 
mobilization phases of the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016). It is also important to enable and 
participate in CI, encourage shared decision-making processes, and facilitate courageous 
conversations during the mobilization and acceleration phases of the CPM. The ethic of 
justice is present in LP3 particularly as it connects to the LB that enables, supports, and 
promotes the leadership capacity of individuals and teams in the organization. The ethic of 
justice in connection with LP3 and the LBs will be evident throughout the change process yet 
concentrated in the mobilization and acceleration phases of the CPM. 
What is just for one person might not be just for another person, and conflict about the 
application of justice is expected in an organization (Bolman & Deal, 2017). The ethic of care 
aims to mitigate this shortcoming because it is rooted in relational processes (Liu, 2015). 
Caring is one person’s compassion and concern for another person (Bolman & Deal, 2017). 
From a standpoint of regard and respect for others, the ethic of care places human 
relationships at the centre of leadership (Ehrich et al., 2015; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Starratt, 
1991). From this relational perspective, to lead ethically involves respecting others, being 
honest (Northouse, 2013), and participating in an ongoing process of negotiating meaning 
between social actors in a particular cross-cultural context (Dion, 2012; Liu, 2015). This 
negotiation is enabled by the ethic of responsibility for the “other” (Dion, 2012) and the ethic 
of presence (Starratt, 2004). Fuelled by dialogue and participation, it has the potential to alter 
the interpretation of leaders and followers (Liu, 2015) and to conceptualize human 
relationships within an organization as sacred (Starratt, 1991). 
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The ethic of care is salient in LP2 and LP3 and is embedded in most of the identified 
LBs that align with these principles. More specifically, the ethic of care in a change process is 
evident when the change leader respects and values all teachers’ ideas and opinions, cares 
about their personal and professional lives, models behaviours, and makes practices public. 
Caring for the professional lives of teachers translates into investing in the learning and 
development process of individuals and teams. In connection with the ethic of care, these LBs 
will ensure that the leadership processes and practices at PIS are rooted in trusting 
relationships among diverse individuals within a community (LP2), harnessing the potential 
of individuals and teams (LP3). 
Change leaders must determine the best ethical course of action when faced with 
challenges embedded in a dynamic and multilayered context such as PIS (Cherkowski et al., 
2015; Ehrich et al., 2015; Liu, 2015, Starratt, 1991). This OIP is guided by the utilitarian 
consequentialist approach to ethics and draws from Starratt’s (1991) ethical framework on 
leadership. The LPs and associated LBs are used to address the three anticipated potential 
ethical challenges of this change: conflicts between teachers in a team, resistance to 
coteaching and CI, and lack of parity in team. 
Challenge 1: Conflicts Between Teachers in a Team 
Conflicts among team members are likely to occur in a coteaching model. To mitigate 
this anticipated challenge, teachers must be equipped with the skills to help them manage and 
reap the benefits of conflicts. Conflicts in a coteaching team at PIS can happen for any of the 
following reasons: (a) teachers having different values and beliefs about teaching, learning 
and classroom management (Pratt, 2014; Shamberger & Friend, 2013); (b) personality 
clashes among team members; (c) teachers needing control and autonomy; (d) teachers 
coming from different cultural backgrounds; (e) different ways of managing a classroom 
(Pratt, 2014; Shamberger & Friend, 2013); and (f) teacher turnover that results in a new team 
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formation every year. Conflicts among team members will be addressed by the change leader, 
in collaboration with the change facilitator (ES principal), during the mobilization and 
acceleration phases of the CPM. The ethic of critique will assist us in understanding the 
reasons behind the conflicts, and the ethic of care will guide us on how to best leverage 
conflicts in teams. Central to this challenge are LP2, LP3, and the related LBs. 
Challenge 2: Resistance to Coteaching 
Change recipients will react in different ways to the change, including enthusiasm, 
ambivalence, and resistance (Cawsey et al., 2016). Expected negative reactions towards this 
change can develop when the learning anxiety is high for any of the following reasons: (a) 
fear of loss of power as a result of not having sole control of a classroom, (b) fear of 
temporary incompetence as new skills are required to effectively engage in coteaching and 
CI, and (c) fear of loss of personal identity as teaching looks and feels different in coteaching 
partnerships (Schein & Schein, 2016). Other reasons for resisting this change might be (a) 
teachers doubting the impacts of coteaching and CI on student learning, (b) teachers’ negative 
experiences with coteaching and CI in the past, (c) teachers not wanting to coteach with their 
existing teams as a result of toxic team dynamics, or (d) teachers being influenced by the 
negative reactions of peers (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Change recipients’ reactions to the change will shift with time, and as a result, change 
leaders’ approaches may need to be adjusted as they lead the change (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
The socioconstructivist theory, the ethics of care and justice, along with all three LPs, will 
guide leaders in addressing resistance, particularly during the awakening and mobilization 
phases of the CPM. Stakeholder resistance, also explored in Chapter 3, is an expected 
challenge that needs to be managed effectively and ethically for the change to achieve its 
desired results. 
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Challenge 3: Lack of Parity 
Numerous studies have found that parity between teachers is essential for effective 
coteaching (Friend et al., 2010; Murawski, 2006; Pratt, 2014; Shamberger & Friend, 2013), 
but parity is not always the case. Parity means that coteachers working together should have 
equal power and influence (Shamberger & Friend, 2013); share the responsibilities for 
planning, teaching, and assessing learning (Murawski, 2006); hold collective accountability 
for the progress of all the students (Friend et al., 2010; Shamberger & Friend, 2013); and 
exercise flexibility in their roles (Pratt, 2014). In effective coteaching partnerships, all the 
teachers teach and are responsible for all students’ learning (Mackey et al., 2017; Shamberger 
& Friend, 2013). Lack of parity in PIS’s coteaching teams is likely to happen as a 
consequence of teacher turnover that positions new teachers joining teams on a different 
footing. In collaboration with the ES principal, I will support teams facing a lack of parity 
through the ethic of justice and LP1 and LP3, particularly during the acceleration phase of the 
CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Chapter 2 Conclusion 
This chapter posited that the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016) is the ideal process for 
leading the change and moving the organization from its current to its desired state. Ten LBs 
that align with the three LPs are derived from the chosen leadership models and are 
embedded in the change process. This chapter identified and described three ethical 
challenges associated with the change that will be addressed through Starratt’s (1991) ethical 
leadership framework. Furthermore, needed changes were used as criteria for choosing 
solutions for addressing the PoP. The integrated and complementary chosen solution for this 
OIP is coteaching and CI. The implementation, evaluation, and communication plans for this 
integrated solution are presented in Chapter 3. 
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Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication 
Within the context of PIS, Chapters 1 and 2 of this OIP presented and framed the PoP, 
synthesized the theoretical underpinnings into three LPs and 10 related LBs, identified and 
discussed a framework for leading the change, included a deep organizational analysis, and 
outlined possible solutions to address the PoP. Building from the research, ideas, and 
knowledge presented in those chapters, and guided by the theoretical underpinnings of this 
OIP, this chapter focuses on developing an action plan for the chosen integrated solution that 
is framed by the CPM phases (Cawsey et al., 2016) and consists of three components: the 
change implementation plan, the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework, and the 
communication plan. 
Table 3 depicts a summary of the action plan. It identifies the foci at each phase of the 
CPM—awakening, mobilization, acceleration, and institutionalization (Cawsey et al., 2016) 
and associates them with the three inextricably connected components of the plan. Appendix 
G extends this table by including the timing of each foci and identifying the specific LPs and 
LBs that will guide the change leader at each phase of the action plan. This chapter describes 
the foci related to each of the phases of the CPM in the implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation, and communication subsections, and concludes with next steps and future 
considerations. 
Change Implementation Plan 
The change implementation plan of this OIP identifies the outcomes and goals of the 
change and connects them with the change vision and PIS’s strategic goal, describes the 
change implementation process, and diagnoses the potential implementation issues and 




Summary Action Plan 








a- Engage stakeholders in understanding the need for the change 
  
X 




c- Enlist others in a shared change vision 
  
X 





a- Understand the perceptions of the change X 
 
X 
b- Encourage acceptance of and excitement for the change X 
 
X 
c- Codevelop a targeted professional development plan X 
  
d- Assemble LIFTs  X 
  
Acceleration  
a- Implement targeted professional development X 
  
b- LIFT meetings and PDSA cycles X X 
 
c- Elicit teams and teacher feedback and reflections  
 
X X 
d- Celebrate small wins  X X X 




a- Periodically track the change and make adjustments as needed X X 
 
b- Develop and deploy new coteaching structures and systems X 
 
X 
Note: CPM = change path model. 
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Summary of Goals and Priorities for the Planned Change 
This OIP addresses the lack of intentional and strategic collaborative practices at PIS 
through the two major priorities presented in Chapter 1: improving the efficacy of teams and 
implementing intentional and strategic collaborative practices. In connection with these 
priorities, steered by the change vision and informed by the organizational analysis carried 
out in Chapter 2, this section of the OIP presents the goals, outcomes, and their respective 
timelines in Figure 4. It is expected that the change will be fully implemented in two years. In 
addition, Figure 4 depicts the alignment between PIS’s strategic goal, the change vision, and 
the outcomes and goals of this change. It thus demonstrates how the desired change of this 
OIP aims to operationalize PIS’s strategic direction. 
Framed in the chosen integrated solution to combine coteaching and CI, the two long-
term goals for the proposed change are as follows: (a) all teachers in the ES will effectively 
use coteaching practices, and (b) all teachers and teams will develop shared expertise in CI 
processes. 
Derived from these two long-term goals and informed by the organizational analysis 
carried out in Chapter 2, four medium-term goals and five short-term goals are identified (see 
Figure 4). Although these goals have been identified at this stage of the OIP to facilitate the 
development of implementation, monitoring, and evaluation plans of the desired change, it is 
important to note that organizational goals are a fluid construct (Lewis, 2011). This is 
because goals are likely to be interpreted differently by different stakeholders—some goals 
may be hidden, and others may shift over time as they are enacted (Lewis, 2011). In addition, 
because of the highly participatory nature of the change process, goals, in particular medium- 
and short-term goals, might be adjusted as a result of stakeholders’ feedback before and/or 
once the implementation is underway. 
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Figure 4 





  Teachers work and learn interdependently in a highly 
efficacious team and are collectively responsible for the 
learning and well-being of all students. 
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Develop a shared expertise in 
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Timeline: Trimester 3 in Year 2 
Timeline: Trimester 3 in Year 2 
Timeline: Trimesters 3 in Year 1 and Year 2 




Whereas goals are the guideposts of this change, the outcomes presented in Figure 4 
are the expected “changes in knowledge, values, motivation, and skills (usually in the shorter 
term); changes in behavior and the way that organizations operate (usually medium term)” 
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p. 202) resulting from the implementation process. For 
example, the outcome “teams make decisions that are data driven and evidence informed” 
can be considered a change in motivation and skills, and the outcome “teams embrace a spirit 
of inquiry in the planning and assessing process” could be viewed as a change in behaviour 
and the way teams operate. In the context of this change, the four outcomes presented in 
Figure 4 have two purposes in this OIP: (a) they aim to unpack the change vision and connect 
the vision with the goals, and (b) they will take a central role in the evaluation of the change. 
The Implementation Process 
This OIP uses the phases of the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016) to implement the long-, 
medium-, and short-term goals. The implementation of this change will be characterized as 
autonomous and programmed (Lewis, 2011). This means that as the change leader, I will 
empower learning leaders to develop the best use and form of the change within their teams 
while agreeing on a joint form of the change plan in a LIFT (Lewis, 2011). Keeping this 
implementation in mind, and guided by the LPs and associated LBs, this section of the OIP 
describes how the phases of the CPM will be followed to implement the change. 
Awakening Phase 
The awakening phase of the change action plan will focus on (a) engaging 
stakeholders in understanding the need for the change, (b) gaining approval and support from 
the ES principal and director of learning, (c) enlisting others in a change vision, and (d) 
carrying out a baseline study (see Table 3 and Appendix G). The communication plan will 
expand on foci (a), (b), and (c); the M&E framework will address focus (d). There are no foci 
in the awakening phase connected to the change implementation plan. 
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Mobilization Phase 
The mobilization phase will be guided by all three LPs, yet LP2—leadership 
processes and behaviours rooted in trusting relationships—takes a central role. In this phase, 
five foci will move the change along: (a) understanding the perceptions of the change, (b) 
encouraging acceptance of and excitement for the change, (c) codeveloping a targeted 
professional development plan, and (d) assembling a LIFT. All these foci will be part of the 
change implementation plan; foci (a) and (b) will be addressed in the communication plan. 
Understanding All Stakeholders’ Perceptions of the Change. Because change first 
happens at an individual level, it is important for the change leader to understand the 
stakeholders’ perceptions of the change (Beatty, 2015; Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2011). 
Stakeholders react to a change in different ways depending on their dissatisfaction with the 
status quo, how they perceive the change will affect them, and their past experience with 
change (Beatty, 2015, Cawsey et al., 2016). Some stakeholders choose to adopt a change with 
great enthusiasm, others are ambivalent, and others resist the change (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Perceptions count as much as reality, and as the change leader, I will need to understand the 
different perceptions of all of the teachers in the ES. 
To understand these stakeholders’ perceptions, a stakeholder analysis will be 
conducted. A stakeholder analysis identifies who can affect the change and who is affected by 
the change (Cawsey et al., 2016). This analysis will provide a clear understanding of each 
stakeholder’s perspectives, inclinations, and feelings towards implementing the integrated 
solution. This analysis will also yield information about the individuals who have the 
potential to positively influence the change as well as those who need to change their 
behaviours (Cawsey et al., 2016). Guided by a pragmatic worldview and socioconstructivist 
theory while being mindful of the ethic of justice and the ethic of care (Starratt, 1991), the 
stakeholder analysis will be characterized by having courageous conversations (LB4), 
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respecting all teachers’ ideas and opinions (LB5), and caring about the personal and 
professional lives of teachers (LB6). 
Encouraging Acceptance of and Excitement for the Change. Normalizing the 
range of perceptions and applying strategies to move every stakeholder along the change 
continuum is a key role of a change leader. To do this, change leaders qualify each 
stakeholder according to their predispositions to change (innovators, early majority, late 
majority, late adopters, or nonadopters) and plot their reactions against the change continuum 
(awareness, interest, desire for action, and take action; Cawsey et al., 2016). With this 
information, key individuals who feel positive, engaged, informed, and hopeful can be 
strategically empowered to influence their peers by infusing excitement and support for the 
change (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Stakeholders who are feeling ambivalent and/or resisting the change should also be 
identified, and, through the ethics of justice and care (Starratt, 1991), nudged in strategic 
ways along the change continuum. Guided by the socioconstructivist theory and LP2, the 
change leader, in collaboration with the change facilitator, will provide avenues for 
stakeholders to voice their uncertainty while listening to and respecting their ideas and 
opinions (LB5). We will show that, regardless of the stakeholders’ stance towards the change, 
we care for them (LB6). These LBs will solidify trust and have the potential to provide me 
with critical information, points of view, and perspectives to adjust the change process to 
reflect legitimate concerns (Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2011). Furthermore, these actions 
will help to reduce learning anxiety and increase the psychological safety needed to move all 
stakeholders along the change continuum (Cawsey et al., 2016, Schein & Schein, 2016). 
Early in the mobilization phase, a key tactic will be to focus on nudging the change 
implementers along the change adoption continuum. These stakeholders are a priority 
because, as implementers of the change, they will be responsible for advancing the change, 
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providing support, and relieving resistance (Cawsey et al., 2016) within their teams. Hence, 
ideally, all learning leaders will take ownership for the change showing commitment, 
enthusiasm, and support (Fenwick et al., 2014) early in this phase of the change. For change 
implementers to own the change, they will require a deep understanding of the PoP, belief in 
the change vision and outcomes, and trust that their voices will matter. It is possible, 
however, that not all change implementers will be on board from the onset. This possible 
challenge will be addressed through the ethic of critique, LP1, and LB1, LB3, LB4, and LB5. 
Furthermore, guided by LP3 and the two associated LBs (enable, support, and 
promote leadership capacity, and invest in the learning and development of individuals and 
teams), the change implementers will be equipped with people-focused behaviours to address 
change process barriers within their teams (Gaubatz & Ensminger, 2016). Equipping and 
supporting learning leaders with the skills and agency to be effective change implementers is 
a key role of the change agent and the change facilitator that will be addressed in a 
professional development plan. 
Codevelop a Targeted Professional Development Plan. Guided by LP3 and the two 
associated LBs noted above, the change agent will collaborate with the literacy coach, the ES 
principal, and the director of learning to design a targeted professional development plan that 
will aim to develop, enhance, and deepen (a) individuals’ and teams’ collaboration skills, (b) 
learning leaders’ leadership skills, (c) teams’ understanding and application of CI and 
coteaching strategies, and (d) teams’ understanding and application of team formation (Egolf 
& Chester, 2013). The targeted professional development plan will be built on principles for 
effective professional learning, which include being research based and goal oriented, 
personalized and collaborative, ongoing and sustained, and relevant and engaging (Guskey, 
2003). The plan will include a variety of strategies: visiting other schools, hiring external 
consultants, and modelling and coaching. Furthermore, CI will take a central role in the 
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professional learning of teachers. Teachers will not only learn how to effectively engage in CI 
processes, but also will learn by engaging in those processes. 
Assemble a LIFT. Although LIFTs are self-directed inquiries, this inherently 
collaborative inquiry system can be used to propel the change forward. A LIFT central to the 
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of this change will be strategically assembled. 
Early in the mobilization phase of Year 1, that LIFT will include the following learning 
leaders: grade-level team leaders, an EAL leader, and a learning support curriculum leader. In 
the beginning of Year 2, two learning leaders from other specialist areas such as music, 
physical education, library, and/or art will also be included. 
In congruence with LP3 and related LBs (see Table 1 in Chapter 2), this LIFT will be 
the venue by which the change leader will invest in the learning and development of learning 
leaders; enable, support, and promote the leadership capacity of its members; and empower 
LIFT members to become change implementers. Furthermore, within the autonomous and 
programmed implementation (Lewis, 2011) of this change, the LIFT will serve as a 
mechanism for coordinating efforts across diverse teams (Bryk et al., 2011). The role of the 
LIFT in this action plan is further explored in the change M&E section. 
Acceleration Phase 
All three LPs and most related LBs will be present in the acceleration phase of this 
change (see Appendix G). Further, the ethics of justice and care will be salient in this phase. 
The foci of the acceleration phase will be to (a) implement the targeted professional 
development plan, (b) cofacilitate LIFT meetings and the PDSA cycles, (c) elicit individual 
and team feedback throughout the process, (d) celebrate small wins, and (e) communicate the 
change journey. The acceleration phase and its foci will be operationalized over the two-year 
span of this change. Foci (a), (b), and (d) are pertinent to the change implementation plan and 
are described below. 
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Implement the Targeted Professional Development Plan. The targeted professional 
development plan will focus on individual’s and teams’ needs aligned with the goals of this 
OIP. The plan will be ongoing for a minimum of two years and will first target the learning 
leaders and initial change recipients, yet strategically involve other teachers during the last 
trimester of Year 1 and throughout Year 2 of the change process. The professional 
development plan will require time, human, and financial resources. 
Cofacilitate LIFT Meetings and the PDSA Cycles. PDSA cycles (Pietrzak & 
Paliszkiewicz, 2015) enacted in LIFT meetings will be the engine that will drive the change 
forward. I will cofacilitate LIFT meetings with the ES principal and the literacy coach. Each 
of these LIFT meetings will be framed around iterative PDSA inquiry cycles with the goal to 
test and fail fast and early with the goal to learn and improve (Bryk et al., 2011). 
Central to LIFT meetings will be the plan and study steps of the PDSA cycle (Pietrzak 
& Paliszkiewicz, 2015) augmented by CI protocols. Each LIFT meeting will mark a PDSA 
cycle and will take place every 6 weeks. During these meetings LIFT members will (a) 
negotiate short-term goals and plan for their implementation (Bryk et al., 2011); (b) coplan 
how to measure the goals and how to collect evidence that is embedded into the day-to-day 
work of teachers and teams (Bryk et al., 2011); (c) use a four-step iterative process for 
analyzing data that aligns with a CI process (read, describe, classify, and interpret; Donohoo, 
2013); and (d) plan for next steps resulting from the data analysis. 
Furthermore, during these meetings, LIFT members will be regularly encouraged to 
consider and reflect on how the PDSA processes embody the desired characteristics of CI. 
Through these ongoing shared reflections, members of LIFT will develop and evolve their 
shared working theory of CI practices (Bryk et al., 2011; Donohoo, 2013). Furthermore, 
during the study step of the PDSA (Pietrzak & Paliszkiewicz, 2015), and in alignment with a 
CI process, LIFT will also design ways to document, share, and celebrate accomplishments, 
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improvements, and new understandings with colleagues (Donohoo, 2013). 
Celebrate Small Wins. Evidence against the short- and medium-term goals of this 
change will provide information to celebrate small wins. Key to a successful change process, 
celebrating small wins has the potential to help (a) teachers feel respected, motivated, and 
empowered; (b) increase participation; (c) decrease resistance and ambivalence, (d) reinforce 
shared values, and (e) highlight the power of collaboration and teamwork central to this OIP 
(Cawsey et al., 2016, Donohoo, 2013, Heath & Heath, 2010). Celebration of small wins is 
also connected to the M&E framework and will be facilitated with the communication plan. 
Institutionalization 
The institutionalization phase of this change will have two overarching foci: 
periodically tracking the change and making adjustments as needed, and developing and 
deploying new coteaching structures, systems, and practices that involves all teachers and 
teams in the ES. The PDSA cycles will be crucial to the institutionalization of this change. A 
further description of the role of these cycles is provided in the change process M&E section. 
Potential Implementation Issues and Limitations 
For this change to be successful, the change leader needs to anticipate potential 
implementation issues and plan for ways to mitigate them. In this context, the following 
issues are described below: competing priorities, teacher turnover, the uncertainties of 
COVID-19, the classroom spaces in Grades 3 through 5, and the implementation dip. 
Competing Priorities 
Implementation of this change is likely not to be the only initiative taking place at PIS 
in the next two years. Developing and implementing a robust coteaching model with a focus 
on CI has the potential to be perceived as another disconnected initiative added to employees’ 
workloads. This issue can be mitigated by communicating and making explicit the strong 
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alignment between PIS’s strategy and the goals of this change and by ensuring that the 
professional development is robust, meaningful, and relevant to all teachers. 
Teacher Turnover 
A 10%–15% average annual teacher turnover results in many teams welcoming new 
members every year. This lack of stability within teams has a significant impact on the 
efficacy of teams and will influence the implementation of this change. Proactive, focused, 
and relevant professional development can help mitigate this challenge. For example, 
learning leaders can be trained on how to efficiently integrate new members join to their 
teams, and new teachers can receive training on CI and coteaching practices early in their 
tenure at PIS. Furthermore, hiring teachers who possess the skills for intentional and strategic 
collaboration has also the potential to mitigate this issue. 
Uncertainties of COVID-19 
Although it is hoped that the uncertainties brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic 
will have receded by the time this implementation is underway, it is wise to keep this 
challenge in mind. COVID-19 could add challenges to the implementation as the school 
might need to continue to toggle between online and onsite teaching and learning, 
collaboration might need to continue to be both in person and remote, and layoffs might be 
on the horizon as student enrolment might decrease. A focus on well-being and belonging 
through the LBs associated with LP2 (see Table 1 in Chapter 2) could help mitigate the 
potential challenges that COVID-19 can bring to this change (Harris & Jones, 2020). 
Classroom Spaces: Grades 3–5 
Although coteaching practices among team members in Early Childhood Foundations 
through Grade 2 will be supported by open learning spaces, the opposite is true for Grades 3–
5. Grade 3–5 singular classroom spaces could deter this change from moving forward. 
Although the school had planned on remodelling these learning environments, this option is 
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no longer viable for the foreseeable future as the capital budget has been frozen due to the 
uncertainties brought by the COVID-19 pandemic. Hence, coteaching in separate classroom 
spaces will bring additional challenges to these teams. LP1 and LP2 and key related LBs will 
help address this issue. For example, sharing decision-making (LB3) on how to make 
coteaching work in these grades, engaging in courageous conversations (LB4), respecting the 
ideas of all teachers (LB5), and caring for their personal and professional lives (LB5) could 
help mitigate this challenge. 
Implementation Dips 
Experiencing implementation dips is an inevitable part of any change process (Fullan, 
2004). “The implementation dip is a dip in the performance and confidence as one engages in 
an innovation that requires new skills and new understanding” (Fullan, 2004, p. 49). LBs with 
the potential to mitigate this inevitable challenge include (a) engage in, facilitate, and 
advocate for courageous conversations (LB4); (b) respect and value all teachers’ opinions and 
ideas (LB5); and (c) model behaviours such as communicating small wins (LB7) and being 
optimistic about the future in order to promote the energy and enthusiasm needed to climb 
out of a dip. 
In summary, the change implementation plan is one of the three components of the 
action plan for this change. This change implementation plan identifies and unpacks the foci 
that will be enacted through the phases of the CPM to reach the desired outcomes and goals 
of the change. Salient foci to the change implementation plan are enlisting others in a shared 
vision, carrying out targeted professional development, and putting into effect PDSA cycles 
(Pietrzak & Paliszkiewicz, 2015) within LIFT. Celebrating small wins is also key to this 
phase, as it is in the change process M&E component of the action plan presented herein. 
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Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation 
As the autonomous and programmed (Lewis, 2011) implementation gets underway, 
M&E processes are needed to track the change, gauge progress, assess the change, and, in the 
context of this OIP, increase PIS’s readiness for change. Without formal M&E processes, 
change success is less likely to be achieved (Neumann et al., 2018). Hence, this section of 
Chapter 3 presents and describes a context-specific M&E framework, a key component of an 
integrated action plan (see Table 3 and Appendix G) aimed at addressing the lack of 
intentional and strategic collaborative practices at PIS. Included in this section of the OIP are 
the context-specific M&E framework’s theoretical approaches, elements and processes, 
ethical considerations, and limitations. A detailed view of the M&E plan can be found in 
Appendix H. 
According to Markiewicz and Patrick (2016), M&E are two interrelated, 
participatory, and evidence-informed processes pivotal to the success of a change initiative. 
Their combined purposes include measuring results, tracking progress, focusing on 
accountability, facilitating learning, informing program improvement, and guiding decision-
making (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). Monitoring focuses mostly on accountability and 
management and is defined as “the planned, continuous and systematic collection and 
analysis of program information able to provide management and key stakeholders with an 
indication of the extent of progress in implementation, and in relation to program 
performance against stated objectives and expectations” (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p. 61). 
Evaluation, both formative and summative, refers to “the planned, periodic and systematic 
determination of the quality and value of a program, with summative judgment as to the 
achievement of a program’s goals and objectives” (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p. 61). 
Together, M&E activities have the potential to reduce uncertainty; support continuous 
improvement; facilitate individual and organizational learning; increase understanding, 
 83 
acceptance, and commitment for the change (Neumann et al., 2018); and, in this context, help 
ready PIS for the change. 
The Theoretical Approaches to Monitoring and Evaluation 
The M&E activities of this OIP will be designed and enacted through three theoretical 
lenses or approaches. These three approaches align with the theoretical underpinnings of this 
OIP and are participatory, learning, and use. 
In congruence with the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP, the M&E processes will 
be participatory. Rooted in the pragmatic worldview of this OIP, a context-specific 
(Fetterman et al., 2017; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Patton, 2011; Shulha et al., 2015) 
practical participatory approach will support decision-making and problem-solving 
(Fetterman et al., 2017). In the context of this OIP, LIFT members, the ES principal, and the 
literacy coach will take an active role in the M&E framework. These stakeholders will jointly 
share the control of the evaluation (Fetterman et al., 2017) and collaborate with the change 
agent in designing the evaluation methods, collecting data and interpreting results, making 
joint decisions, and ensuring that the evaluation is not only useful, but also relevant and 
credible (Patton, 2011). Furthermore, change recipients will participate in the M&E process 
through their feedback in interviews and surveys. In congruence with the leadership models 
of this OIP, a participatory approach to M&E has the potential to improve program 
performance, build capacity, develop teams and leadership opportunities, and sustain 
organizational learning (Fetterman et al., 2017). 
In addition to participation, a second chosen approach to M&E is learning. A learning 
approach aligns with the socioconstructivist theory (Aubrey & Riley, 2016; Schunk, 2012; 
Walker, 2002) and the LP3 of this OIP. More specifically, a learning approach encourages 
ongoing reflections and dialogue and leads stakeholders to make decisions from evaluation 
findings (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). Learning in a participatory M&E is practical, action-
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oriented (Estrella & Gaventa, 1998), and likely to bolster the evaluative thinking (Shulha et 
al., 2015) needed to mitigate the limitations and challenges of the context-specific M&E 
framework presented later in this chapter. 
Finally, the third chosen approach for M&E is use, because it aligns with and supports 
the pragmatic worldview of this OIP. According to Markiewicz and Patrick (2016), use 
focuses “on assisting key stakeholders with their decision-making and promoting the use of 
evaluation results in program development and organizational change processes” (p. 139). 
Use for Shulha et al. (2015) refers to the collaborative and evidenced-informed approaches 
for evaluating the outcomes of the change and using this information to propel the change 
forward. These three approaches to M&E—participatory, learning, and use—align with and 
support the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP. 
The Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 
Guided by the LPs, LBs outlined in Table 1, and the three identified approaches to 
M&E, this OIP now turns to outlining and describing the components of the context-specific 
M&E framework detailed in Appendix H. This M&E framework includes measures to track 
change, gauge progress, and assess change, as well as evaluate the sources of data, timing of 
key processes, and stakeholders’ responsibilities. Furthermore, this section addresses the role 
of the PDSA cycle (Pietrzak & Paliszkiewicz, 2015) in the M&E framework and the 
framework’s ethical considerations and limitations. 
Measures to Track Change, Gauge Progress, and Assess the Change 
In alignment with the CI aspirations of this OIP, the interrelated M&E processes of 
this change will be guided by five evaluation questions. At the heart of the M&E framework, 
these questions will assist the change agent in determining what information to look for in 
making decisions about the data-collection processes (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Patton, 
2011). In congruence with the established approaches to this OIP’s M&E processes, the 
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evaluation questions need to be agreed upon by stakeholders, be practical, and be useful 
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). More specifically, these questions need to inform 
understanding and support action, be answered within a reasonable time frame, and support 
data-driven behaviours (Patton, 2011). Guided by Markiewicz and Patrick (2016), the 
evaluation questions of this context-specific M&E framework are aligned to five domains: 
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability. Appendix I offers draft 
questions that will be clarified, further developed, and agreed upon by the change facilitator 
and change implementers (Fetterman et al., 2017; Patton, 2011). 
Although the evaluation questions guide the M&E processes, the change leader, 
facilitator, and implementers must also identify and propose measures to track change, gauge 
progress, and evaluate the change. This is because “what gets measured affects the direction, 
content and outcomes achieved by a change initiative” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 340). From a 
monitoring perspective, measures can help change agents in clarifying expectations, assessing 
and communicating progress, and making mid-course corrections (Cawsey et al., 2016; 
Neumann et al., 2018). From an evaluation perspective, measures can aid with assessing the 
extent to which the change has been institutionalized, qualifying what has been ultimately 
achieved, and setting the stage for future initiatives (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
During the awakening phase of the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016), I will carry out a 
baseline study in collaboration with the change facilitator and implementers. The purpose of 
this baseline study will be to help assess the change initiative relative to the current 
circumstances at PIS (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). This baseline study will be guided by the 
evaluation questions and grounded in the outcomes and long-term goals of the change. 
Once the change implementation begins in the acceleration phase of the CPM 
(Cawsey et al., 2016), so do M&E actions. At the heart of the monitoring plan are 
performance indictors and targets that correlate with each of the evaluation questions (see 
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Appendix I). The indicators aim to show progress against particular areas of the change; the 
targets quantify the levels of each of the indicators that the change aims to achieve over time 
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). To create a tighter interconnection and coordination between 
the implementation and the M&E plans, this OIP uses the outcomes of this change as 
indicators and the medium- and short-term goals as targets to address effectiveness and 
sustainability evaluation questions. 
Sources of Data, Timing, and Stakeholders 
In addition to establishing what to measure, the context-specific M&E framework 
needs to consider the methods that will be used to measure the change and provide sources of 
data, the timing for the measures and analysis of the data, and the stakeholders’ 
responsibilities. The M&E framework of this OIP will use a mixed-methods approach to 
collect instructional and perception data (Datnow & Park, 2014). Although instructional data 
can provide information about co-instruction models and the effectiveness of the professional 
development plan, perception data with insights about values, beliefs and views of 
individuals and groups (Datnow & Park, 2014), will provide information about team efficacy 
and the factors that support and hinder the change. 
Rooted in the pragmatic worldview of this OIP and guided by the use approach, this 
M&E framework will use a convergent parallel mixed method for collecting data (Creswell 
& Creswell, 2018) to yield valid and reliable information (Patton, 2011). A convergent 
parallel mixed method approach uses quantitative and qualitative data at roughly the same 
time and integrates the information in the interpretation of the results (Creswell & Creswell, 
2018). In terms of qualitative methods, the change leader, facilitator, and implementers will 
use participant and nonparticipant observations, structured and unstructured interviews, and 
the examination of records, including meeting agendas and videos of lessons and meetings 
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Gay et al., 2011). Furthermore, the M&E processes will also use 
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longitudinal surveys as a quantitative source of data (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Gay et al., 
2011). 
Grounded in the distributed leadership model (Spillane, 2006) and LP1, as well as in 
the participatory approach, the M&E framework includes a range of stakeholders (see 
Appendix H). LIFT members have an active role during the monitoring plan in measuring the 
effectiveness of the change. The ES principal, literacy coach, and change leader are also key 
stakeholders involved in all other facets of the M&E framework. Tools to monitor the extent 
to which the outcomes of the change are achieved (effectiveness evaluation question) will be 
developed during LIFT meetings and used by the change implementers to collect data within 
their teams. Tools in connection with the remainder of the evaluation questions will be 
designed by the change leader, facilitator, and lead implementer. Furthermore, although the 
data analysis in LIFT meetings will be central to the monitoring plan, the information 
gathered in these LIFT meetings will also serve the evaluation of the change. It is envisioned 
that data collection and analysis will happen every 6 weeks for monitoring purposes, and 
deeper analysis will take place approximately once per trimester for evaluation purposes. 
Function of the PDSA Cycle in the M&E Framework 
In this context-specific M&E framework, LIFT will be responsible for addressing the 
effectiveness of the change. The learn and use approaches to this M&E framework will 
underpin how the established LIFT use the PDSA cycle. Appendix J depicts the key function 
of the PDSA cycle (Pietrzak & Paliszkiewicz, 2015) in the implementation and monitoring 
processes and shows the monitoring actions in the plan and study stages. 
Using CI, the LIFT will plan how to implement and collect evidence against 
negotiated medium- and short-term goals or targets. In this planning process, the change 
leader will facilitate dialogue, debate, and decision-making about the methods and tools that 
will be used to collect evidence against goals (Estrella & Gaventa, 1998; Patton, 2011). 
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In the study stage of the PDSA, the LIFT will analyze evidence and data from grade-
level teams using a four-step process: read, describe, classify, and interpret (Donohoo, 2013). 
Pivotal to this data analysis will be the dialogical conversations among members of the LIFT 
that will lead to the co-construction of understanding, ideas, and new learning (Datnow & 
Park, 2014). Furthermore, based on an inquiry-focused model of data use (Datnow & Park, 
2014), data analysis will not only provide information to track the implementation, gauge the 
progress, and identify corrective actions, but also support learning leaders’ capacity to 
thoughtfully use data for continuous improvement efforts (Datnow & Park, 2014; Patton, 
2011). In summary, to determine the extent to which the outcomes of the change are met, the 
LIFT will plan how to collect evidence against short- and medium-term goals and study this 
evidence to inform next steps, catalyze learning, and propel continuous improvement. 
Ethical Considerations in the Monitoring and Evaluation Processes 
Ethical considerations are fundamental to M&E research activities as they make 
processes more accountable and responsible (Gopichandran & Krishna, 2012). This section 
identifies the ethical considerations that I as the change leader will need to take into account 
in the context-specific M&E framework of this OIP. The discussion draws from the work of 
Gopichandran and Krishna (2012) and Markiewicz and Patrick (2016). Starratt’s (1991) 
multidimensional framework of three interrelated and complementary ethics supports these 
ethical considerations. 
From an M&E perspective, the ethic of critique (Starratt, 1991) will bolster (a) 
maintaining independence of judgement, free of external and internal pressures; (b) avoiding 
biases and being fair to any group of the community or stakeholders; and (c) empowering 
stakeholders at all stages (Gopichandran & Krishna, 2012). The ethic of justice (Starratt, 
1991) in the M&E manifests itself through (a) avoiding conflicts of interest, (b) performing 
steps in a transparent manner, (c) telling the truth and issuing full disclosures, and (d) being 
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accountable towards the community and stakeholders (Gopichandran & Krishna, 2012). Last, 
the ethic of care (Starratt, 1991) is also pertinent to M&E actions in the following ways: (a) 
maintaining privacy and confidentiality, (b) respecting and learning from the opinions of 
individual stakeholders, and (c) making decisions and doing what is best for the community 
(Gopichandran & Krishna, 2012). Hence, the ethics of critique, care, and justice will be 
central in the enactment of the M&E framework. Further detailed ethical considerations are 
provided in Appendix K. 
Limitations of the Context-Specific M&E Framework 
In addition to highlighting the ethical considerations of the M&E context-specific 
framework, this OIP also identifies two interrelated limitations and proposes ways to mitigate 
them. These interconnected limitations, first identified in the change readiness assessment in 
Chapter 1, are PIS’s minimal experience with M&E activities (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016), 
and lack of engagement with M&E processes (Neumann et al., 2018). Mitigation of these 
limitations through a socioconstructivist theory is essential for the effectiveness of the M&E 
context-specific framework and can be facilitated through this OIP’s LBs. For example, 
Neumann et al. (2018) proposed that engagement can increase through shared decision-
making (LB3); engaging in, facilitating, and advocating for courageous conversations (LB4); 
respecting and valuing all teachers’ ideas and opinions (LB5); modelling behaviours and 
making leaders’ practices public (LB7); and acting with integrity (LB8). 
Patton (2011) suggested that engagement is bolstered when stakeholders own the 
evaluation processes and findings, when the change leader is invested in the learning and 
development of teams connected to evaluation reasoning (LB10) and when leadership is 
distributed. Furthermore, a participatory M&E framework has the potential to increase 
engagement and promote learning about M&E activities. This is because this approach to 
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M&E uses CI (LB2), values all participants’ opinions (LB5), shares decision-making (LB3), 
and engages in courageous conversations (LB4). 
In conclusion, this section of Chapter 3 presented three theoretical approaches to the 
context-specific M&E framework: participation, learn, and use. In alignment with the LPs 
and LBs of this OIP, these approaches guided the development of the context-specific M&E 
framework. This framework was built around five evaluation questions, and it contains a 
baseline study, indicators and targets, tools for data collection, stakeholder responsibilities, 
and time frames (see Appendix H). The PDSA cycles outlined in the implementation of the 
change are also central in this context-specific M&E framework. In addition, this section of 
the OIP identified possible limitations of the M&E processes and ethical considerations. The 
context-specific M&E framework presented in this chapter is one of the components of this 
OIP’s action plan that addresses the lack of intentional and strategic collaborative practices. 
A communication plan, another component of this action plan, is described next. 
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and the Change Progress 
Intentional, thoughtful, and thorough communication is pivotal for the success of this 
change, as it has the potential to decrease resistance, move stakeholders along the adoption 
continuum, and promote and sustain trust (Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2011). The purpose of 
this section of the OIP is to present a solid and robust communication plan (see Appendix L), 
which is integral to the overall action plan. This communication plan will focus on imbuing 
the need for change throughout the ES at PIS, helping change implementers and recipients 
understand how the change will impact them, and keeping stakeholders informed of the 
progress of the change along the way (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Rooted in the LPs and LBs, this communication plan will be anchored in the phases of 
the CPM (Cawsey et al., 2016) while steered by the theoretical constructs of Klein’s (1996) 
principles of communication and Armenakis et al.’s (1999) five key message components. 
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Klein’s principles were suitable as they align with the already existing communication 
practices at PIS, and they leverage the key stakeholders involved in the change. Armenakis et 
al.’s (1999) message components were chosen as they will effectively frame the need for 
change message and help develop a sense of urgency for the change. 
Theoretical Underpinnings of the Communication Plan 
Six of Klein’s (1996) organizational communication principles will be pertinent to 
this change. The first principle, message redundancy, concerns the repetition of the message 
through different media to increase retention. The second is that the message needs to be 
personal, as information relevant to the receiver is better retained. Third, although face-to-
face communication requires time commitment, this medium has the greatest impact (Klein, 
1996) as it increases stakeholders’ emotional engagement (Taylor, 2005), and fortunately it is 
already readily used at PIS. The fourth principle is line of authority, which refers to credible 
line management having greater communication impact (Klein, 1996; Taylor, 2005). Fifth, 
using the immediate supervisor as a key communicator highlights that people need to learn 
about important information from these stakeholders (Klein, 1996). In this context, the ES 
principal is the line of authority and an immediate supervisor who will take an active role in 
the communication plan. Finally, as opinion leaders, the literacy coach and key learning 
leaders will also be central to the communication plan because their authority will have an 
impact on the opinions and attitudes of other colleagues (Klein, 1996). 
In alignment with the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP and connecting with six of 
Klein’s (1996) communication principles, this communication plan will also apply 
Armenakis et al.’s (1999) five key message components: discrepancy, efficacy, 
appropriateness, principal support, and personal valence. Combined, these five message 
domains have the potential to shape individual engagement and motivations towards the 
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change (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Armenakis et al., 1999) and move stakeholders along the 
change adoption continuum (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Discrepancy addresses the need for people to think and believe the change is needed 
(Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Armenakis et al., 1999). Efficacy refers to the confidence in the 
ability of a person or group to succeed. The greater the confidence, the greater the motivation. 
Third, appropriateness is concerned with the extent to which the proposed change process 
addresses the need for change. Principal support communicates that resources and 
commitment from leaders will be available to see the change through institutionalization 
(Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Armenakis et al., 1999). The last communication message 
component refers to personal valence. This domain addresses the question, “What is in it for 
me?” (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Beatty, 2015; Cawsey et al., 2016) as “individuals will 
adopt or accept change only when they think that the perceived personal benefits are greater 
than the perceived cost of the change” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 184). These five message 
domains, along with LP1, LP2, related LBs (see Table 1), and Klein’s (1996) principles for 
effective communication, will guide the development of a communication plan embedded at 
each phase of the CPM. It begins with building awareness of the need for change during the 
awakening phase. 
Awakening Phase 
During the awakening phase of the change process, the communication plan will aim 
to (a) engage stakeholders in understanding the need for change, (b) gain approval and 
support from the ES principal and director of learning, and (c) enlist others in a shared vision. 
Engage Stakeholders in Understanding the Need for Change 
The communication plan must first engage stakeholders in understanding the need for 
change. To build this understanding and to address stakeholders’ questions and concerns, 
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Armenakis et al.’s (1999) message components will be used, described below. Examples of 
anticipated questions and answers can be viewed in Appendix M. 
Discrepancy. The change message will address why the need for change and why 
now (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Beatty, 2015; Lewis, 2011). To communicate the answers 
to these key questions, change leaders need to target both the hearts and the minds of 
stakeholders because emotionally people commit to causes, not to plans (Anderson & Brown, 
2014; Kouzes & Posner, 2007), that align with shared values (Armenakis & Harris, 2002) 
such as collaboration, teamwork, and mutuality. The discrepancy message will also refer to 
the PoP and offer a compelling rationale for the change (Cawsey et al., 2016). To create this 
rationale, the change leader will communicate the advantages of the proposed change (Beatty, 
2015, Lewis, 2011) by addressing the questions: “What is our vision of the future? What will 
be better for the organization and for you? How will we reach that vision?” (Beatty, 2015, p. 
122). Furthermore, to avoid the danger of overdoing a discrepancy message that could leave 
stakeholders feeling discouraged, blamed, and criticized as they recognize a performance gap 
(Beatty, 2015; Lewis, 2011), the advantages of the status quo will be addressed by referring 
to what is staying the same, what is working, and the key strengths and best practices on 
which to build (Beatty, 2015). 
Efficacy. The efficacy message will highlight the teachers’ current knowledge and 
skills needed to engage with this change. This message will focus on praising the many 
teachers who have been engaged with coteaching since 2016 and the foreground that this 
tuning change (Nadler & Tushman, 1989) aims to build and amplify. This efficacy message 
will be used to overcome the possible anxiety and stress that the discrepancy message might 
produce (Lewis, 2011) by helping teachers reflect on their accomplishments. 
Appropriateness. The appropriateness message will communicate (a) the carefully 
planned and research-based change process (Cawsey et al., 2016), (b) reflections and lessons 
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from past experiences that relate to this change (Kouzes & Posner, 2007), (c) what will and 
will not change (Beatty, 2015), (d) ways to collectively offset the disadvantages of the change 
(Beatty, 2015), (e) the use of existing systems such as LIFT to facilitate the implementation 
of the change (Cawsey et al., 2016), and (f) that the change process will be participatory and 
rooted in socioconstructivism (Aubrey & Riley, 2016; Schunk, 2012; Walker, 2002). 
Principal Support. To foreground the formal leaders’ support for the change, this 
message will highlight the remodelling of classrooms to support coteaching, the professional 
development plan, and the additional planning time available for teams during school hours. 
The aspirations of this message will be to decrease the learning anxiety and infuse excitement 
for the potential professional learning that can result from this change. 
Personal Valence. In the communication of change, people do not want to hear the 
change leader’s vision; they want to hear their aspirations in it (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). The 
message needs to show how the vision of the change can help teachers realize some of their 
goals and dreams (Anderson & Brown, 2014; Kouzes & Posner, 2007). Hence, the personal 
valence message will aim to communicate how the change will have an impact on the 
teachers’ professional lives and how chosen solutions will be meaningful for them and their 
students (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). 
Engaging stakeholders in understanding the need for change is pivotal to the success 
of this proposed change. Although the messages are critical to the communication, so is the 
process for communicating these messages. Most of the communication for building 
awareness for the need for change will happen face to face through pull tactics (Cawsey et al., 
2016). In alignment with transformational and constructivist leadership models, pull tactics 
refer to inspirational appeals and consultation (Cawsey et al., 2016). Although face-to-face 
communication is time consuming, it is also a norm at PIS. In addition, other channels of 
communication will be used to bring awareness of the change such as weekly memos to 
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reiterate the messages, the Google environment to seek feedback, emails to answer clarifying 
questions, and informal conversations to listen and seek perspectives. Formal and informal 
communication of the change message will involve all ES teachers and aides, all members of 
the senior educational team, and parents. 
Gaining Approval From the ES Principal, Director of Learning, and Head of School 
This change requires approval from the ES principal. The ES principal, a critical 
stakeholder, will become the sole change facilitator and is the direct supervisor of teachers at 
PIS. In a string of face-to-face meetings, I will present and seek feedback on the change 
vision, the change process, and key implementation steps. The dialogue with the ES principal 
will also address the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP and the role of the ES principal in 
this change process. The change process will not proceed until the ES principal feels 
ownership of being the facilitator of the change vision and the change process. Hence, 
established communication practices will be vital to influence this superior, such as using and 
giving reasons, informing, educating, and seeking feedback (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Together, the change facilitator and I will use rational persuasion (Cawsey et al., 
2016) to influence the director of learning and head of school. We will use facts, data, and 
logic to communicate and seek feedback on the need for change and change process. To do 
so, we will deliver an engaging and relevant presentation that will include key information 
such as the PoP, the change vision, the long-term goals and outcomes of the change, the role 
of LIFT in the implementation process, and, above all, the connection and alignment between 
this proposed change and PIS’s strategic goal. LB4 (engage in, facilitate, and advocate for 
courageous conversations) and LB5 (respect and value all teachers’ ideas and opinions) will 
be pivotal in these conversations. 
 96 
Enlist Others in a Shared Change Vision 
Enlisting others in a shared change vision (LB1) involves the change leader appealing 
to common ideals and animating the change vision (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). By enlisting 
others in a shared vision, the aim is to engage the literacy coach, the ES learning leaders, and 
the ES teachers with the change vision and change plans rather than commanding a new 
direction or giving instruction (Taylor, 2005). 
Face-to-Face Meetings With the Literacy Coach. The literacy coach will be 
instrumental to the implementation and success of this change. The literacy coach will be the 
lead change implementer and an opinion leader (Klein, 1996) because this stakeholder is well 
respected by all colleagues and peers, has experience with coteaching and CI, and has a 
skillset in coaching to help move the change forward. Hence, the literacy coach needs to take 
ownership for the change (Fenwick et al., 2014), buy into its vision and its process, and be 
involved in the refinement of the action plan (Kang, 2015). As result, the change facilitator 
and I will meet with the literacy coach to present ideas, elicit feedback, and incorporate the 
feedback into the existing plans. 
Face-to-Face Meeting With the Learning Leaders. It is envisioned that at this stage 
of the change process, the change leader, alongside the change facilitator and lead 
implementer, will facilitate three face-to-face meetings with the learning leaders. Rooted in a 
socioconstructivist theory and guided by LP1 and LP2, the purpose of the first meeting will 
be to reach a shared understanding of (a) the change vision and how it aligns to PIS’s 
strategic goal, (b) key implementation and monitoring actions, and (c) the learning leaders’ 
role in the change process. Because education will be a central influence strategy (Cawsey et 
al., 2016), the meeting will include videos of schools that exemplify the coteaching model 
envisioned for this change as well as readings and discussions about CI. Because 
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participation and involvement are two other central influence strategies (Cawsey et al., 2016), 
LB4, LB5, and LB7 (see Table 1) will be pivotal to the success of this meeting. 
After this initial meeting, learning leaders will have time to further reflect on the 
proposed change and its implications (Cawsey et al., 2016; Gaubatz & Ensminger, 2016). 
Two additional face-to-face meeting will be scheduled over a 1-month period. With 
redundancy in mind (Klein, 1996), these two meetings will focus on answering questions 
about the change vision and its implications for teachers and students. With LP2 in mind, a 
principle that focuses on promoting and sustaining trust, learning leaders’ feedback will be 
carefully listened to gather intelligence, insights, and suggestions (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). 
This participation and involvement will likely influence learning leaders, shift their 
perspectives, and bring new ideas (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Cawsey et al., 2016), moving 
them along the adoption continuum towards ownership of the change. 
Face-to-Face Meeting With Faculty. This face-to-face meeting will be codeveloped 
and conducted with the change facilitator and lead implementer using the five message 
components (discrepancy, efficacy, appropriateness, principal support, and personal valence; 
Armenakis et al., 1999). The purpose of this meeting will be to enlist all teachers in the ES at 
PIS with the change vision. Because the influence strategies will be communication, 
education, participation, and engagement (Cawsey et al., 2016), LB4 and LB5 will be central 
to this meeting. The meeting will include videos to help teachers see the vision in action and 
their future in it, as well as a presentation with symbolic language, figurative speech, learning 
stories, and anecdotes that are personally relevant to the teachers (Klein, 1996; Kouzes & 
Posner, 2007). This face-to-face meeting will engage teachers in dialogue and seek their 
feedback. During this meeting, the change facilitator and I will aim to project enthusiasm and 
hope for the future to generate commitment (Fenwick et al., 2014; Kouzes & Posner, 2007). 
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After this initial faculty meeting, the change leader, facilitator, and lead implementer 
will attend team meetings to reiterate the change message and continue to listen to 
constituents, elicit feedback, and answer questions. These stakeholders will regularly meet to 
communicate and share information and findings with each other. 
Mobilization Phase 
Rooted in LP1 and LP2 and most associated LBs (see Table 1), the communication 
plan is also central to the success of the mobilization phase. In conjunction with the 
implementation plan, the communication plan will focus on (a) understanding the perceptions 
of change and (b) encouraging acceptance of and excitement for the change. During the early 
stages of the mobilization phase, change agents should keep an open mind while carefully 
listening to stakeholders’ ideas and opinions and addressing concerns as a way to gather 
intelligence (Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2011). This careful listening has the potential to 
improve the proposed change process and lead stakeholders to feel more satisfied with and 
supportive of the change effort (Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2011). 
To encourage acceptance of and excitement for the change, the change facilitator and 
I will use personal valence (Gaubatz & Ensminger, 2016) as the lens by which to regularly 
communicate the goals and outcomes of the change and the key steps of the implementation 
and monitoring plans. Communication channels during the mobilization phase will continue 
to be mostly face-to-face, both formally and informally, with all ES educators. 
Acceleration Phase 
During the acceleration phase, the communication plan will focus on communicating 
the journey, progress, challenges, and small wins to reassure employees (Klein, 1996), as 
well as eliciting feedback from teachers and teams on the implementation and monitoring 
processes. LP1 and LP2, and LBs 4 through 8 (see Table 1), will guide the communication in 
this phase. Through face-to-face formal and informal conversations, meetings, memos, and 
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emails, the change leader, facilitator, and lead implementer will share with key stakeholders 
information derived from the M&E data analysis, including small wins. In conjunction with 
the M&E framework, the communication plan in this phase will elicit feedback from teachers 
and aides on the implementation processes and the effectiveness of the professional 
development plan through informal conversations, formal meetings, and Google forms. 
Institutionalization Phase 
In the institutionalization phase, the focus will be to communicate with all 
stakeholders the new ES coteaching system and the centrality of CI within this system. This 
message will be linked to the change vision as well as to the school’s strategic goals. This 
communication, led by the change leader and facilitator, will be ongoing as message 
redundancy (Klein, 1996) will be key to institutionalization of the change. Channels of 
communications will vary with face-to-face continuing to prevail, yet written communication 
will take a more central role. Written communication will include internal communication 
channels as well as external channels such as the school’s website and social media accounts. 
Stakeholders involved in this stage of the communication plan will include teachers and 
aides, members of the SLT and educational team, and current and prospective parents. 
The communication plan presented in this section of the OIP is part of the larger 
action plan of this change. Guided by the LPs and LBs of this change, the communication 
will be both persuasive and participatory (Cawsey et al., 2016; Klein, 1996; Lewis, 2011), 
with the overarching purpose to reduce rumours and anxiety and increase psychological 
safety, commitment, and involvement of employees (Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Chapter 3 Conclusion 
Anchored in the theoretical underpinnings of this OIP and the ethics of care, justice, 
and critique (Starratt, 1991), the action plan presented in this chapter addresses the PoP. This 
2-year action plan identifies and describes salient foci for each of the phases of the CPM that 
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are embedded in its three inextricably connected components: the implementation plan, the 
M&E framework, and the communication plan. Steered by the LPs and LBs, this plan 
presents the actions of key stakeholders, predicts possible challenges and limitations (and 
offers ways to mitigate them), and considers ethical factors to realize the outcomes and goals. 
This OIP concludes with identifying and describing possible next steps and future 
considerations for PIS as it continues to strive towards using intentional and strategic 
collaborative practices so that the school is better than the sum of its parts (PIS, 2016). 
Next Steps and Future Considerations 
This OIP aims to strengthen the collaboration among educators in the ES at PIS so 
that teachers and their students garner the benefits of intentional and strategic collaborative 
practices. Its action plan focuses on developing and sustaining high-performing teams and 
implementing an integrated solution of coteaching and CI. These priorities, and the associated 
outcomes and goals of the planned change, have the potential to impact student learning and 
well-being and are within my agency as the change agent and my key responsibilities as the 
associate principal in the ES at PIS (Fullan, 2014). 
To ensure that the proposed action plan is operationalized, is sustained, and continues 
to evolve, this OIP concludes with identifying and describing next steps. Once the action plan 
is presented to and approved by the ES principal and the director of learning, the immediate 
next steps will be to refine it by considering the input from key stakeholders and then enact it. 
A next logical step in the large arch of this change, one that lies outside the framework of this 
OIP, would be to gauge the impact of the chosen strategic and intentional collaborative 
practices on student learning and well-being. Steered by PIS’s learning principles, several 
questions might guide this next step: In what ways is coteaching impacting students’ sense of 
safety and belonging? To what extent do coteaching and CI enhance the ways students 
consider and connect complex ideas? How does the integrated solution of this OIP influence 
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how students apply their learning in diverse contexts? These types of guiding questions 
connect the priorities and the integrated solution of this OIP with PIS’s learning principles to 
support the change leader, facilitator, and implementers in determining what evidence is 
needed to evaluate the impact of this change on student learning and well-being. 
The next steps will focus on enacting the action plan and considering the impact of 
the integrated solution on student learning and well-being, yet the sustainability and evolution 
of intentional and strategic collaboration at PIS hinges on three salient factors: (a) ongoing 
professional development, (b) coherence in the way the entire school collects and visualizes 
student data, and (c) school-wide implementation of other intentional and strategic 
collaborative practices. First, the sustainability and evolution of the change vision of this OIP 
require a professional development plan that is ongoing, focused on the efficacy of teams and 
the implementation of intentional and strategic collaborative practices, and targeted to all 
educators at PIS, in particularly new teachers joining the school (Lewis, 2011). To further 
promote the collective responsibility towards all students, PIS needs to adopt a coherent 
system for the collection and visualization of student learning data. Although the school has 
been aware of this need for the past decade, the purchase and use of a data collection and 
visualization tool has not been a priority for the head of school. Hence, a next step for the 
sustainability and evolution of this change would be to look for a tool and influence 
management’s decision. Finally, PIS could consider other collaborative practices such as 
lesson studies, peer coaching, and instructional rounds that involve educators and leaders 
across grades and school levels. They would help to expand and extend the change vision 
throughout PIS. 
Final Reflections 
Inspired and empowered by the espoused values of PIS’s strategic goal, this OIP aims 
to unleash the collective potential of the organization and in doing so serve all of PIS’s 
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learners. Uplifted by my curiosity, it was developed with the altruistic purpose to serve PIS 
by strengthening its collaborative practices. The entire EdD program, and more specifically 
the development of this OIP, was a challenging yet rewarding learning experience that 
yielded a deep understanding of impactful leadership and change management practices. 
With this new set of understandings, skills, and competencies, I am now in a much 
better position to lead and serve PIS, as well as other communities of learners. For example, 
in March 2021, I was invited by the European Council of International Schools to codevelop 
and colead a course for middle leaders in international schools that focused on developing the 
leadership capacity of these constituents. As a capstone for the EdD program at the 
University of Western Ontario, this OIP, an evidence- and research- based investigation, 
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Appendix A: Categories and Analysis of Meetings in the ES at PIS 
Table A1 
Description of the Types of Meetings in the ES at PIS 
Type of meeting Who is involved Purpose of the meetings Frequency 
Grade level All homeroom teachers 
and the EAL teacher 
assigned to a grade level 
Plan for instruction Twice a week 
Coteaching EAL and learning 
support teachers with 
individual homeroom 
teachers 







Identify students with additional 
needs. Plan for support 




support, EA teachers, 
school counsellor, and 
principals 
Plan for instruction that supports 
students with additional needs 
As needed; 






Teachers across the ES 
according to their chosen 
inquiry questions 
Plan, design, and reflect on a 
personal or team inquiry project 




ES learning leaders Raise problems of practice and 
provide input on possible 
solutions 
Once a month 
ES faculty All teachers in the ES Build community, ensure 
professional development, and 
communicate changes in the ES 
Once a month 
Design and 
development 
All teachers in the ES Design, implement, and assess 
innovations 







Classification of Agendas From Meetings in the ES at PIS 
Type of 
meeting  
Logistics Pacing Tips and tricks 
Collective 
interpretation separate 
from future work 
Collective 
interpretation linked 
to future work 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Grade level 83 50% 25 15% 25 15% 8 5% 16 10% 
Coteaching 0 0% 15 40% 7 20% 0 0% 15 40% 
Student study  7 30% 0 0% 7 30% 2 10% 7 30% 
Student of 
concern 
0 0% 2 23% 1 10% 1 15% 4 40% 
LIFTs  0 0% 10 25% 14 35% 10 25% 6 15% 
ES learning 
leaders 
6 20% 6 20% 6 20% 6 20% 6 20% 
ES faculty 11 37% 4 13% 10 34% 2 6% 3 10% 
Design and 
development 
7 30% 4 12% 10 28% 4 10% 8 20% 
Note. n = number of agendas items that were classified under each category for each meeting type; LIFTs = learning inquiry focus teams. Data 
were gathered from meetings that took place from September 2019 to March 2020. Horn et al.’s (2017) taxonomy of learning opportunities in 
teacher meetings was used to categorize the agenda items for each type of meeting. 
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Appendix B: Satisfaction Surveys of ES Employees at PIS 
Year n 
I enjoy coming to work 
most days 
My principal cares 
about me 
I feel supported by 
my principal 
2017 32 91% — — 
2018 35 88% 89% 91% 
2019 43 92% 88% 86% 
Note. n = number of responses. The 2017 version of the employee satisfaction survey did not 




Appendix C: Readiness Change Questionnaire Results for PIS 
Readiness dimensions Possible score PIS’s score 
Previous change experience 
Has the organization had generally positive experiences with 
change? 
1 1 
Has the organization had recent failure experiences with 
change? 
-1 0 
What is the mood of the organization: upbeat and positive? 1 1 
What is the mood of the organization: negative and cynical? -2 0 
Does the organization appear to be resting on its laurels? -1 -1 
Executive support 
Are senior managers directly involved in sponsoring the 
change? 
2 2 
Is there a clear picture of the future? 1 0 
Is executive success dependent on the change occurring? 1 1 
Has management ever demonstrated a lack of support? -1 -1 
Credible leadership 
Are senior leaders in the organization trusted? 1 1 
Are senior leaders able to credibly show others how to 
achieve their collective goals? 
1 1 
Is the organization able to attract and retain capable and 
respected change champions? 
2 2 
Are middle managers able to effectively link senior manager 
with the rest of the organization? 
1 1 
Are senior leaders likely to view the proposed change as 
generally appropriate for the organization? 
2 2 
Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by the senior 
leaders? 
2 2 
Openness to change 
Does the organization have scanning mechanisms to monitor 
the environment? 
1 0 
Is there a culture of scanning and paying attention to those 
scans? 
1 0 
Does the organization have the ability to focus on root causes 
and recognize interdependencies both inside and outside the 
organization boundaries? 
1 0 
Does “turf” protection exist in the organization? -1 0 
Are the senior managers hidebound or locked into the use of 
past strategies, approaches, and solutions? 
-1 0 
Are employees able to constructively voice their concerns or 
support? 
1 1 
Is conflict dealt with openly, with a focus on resolution? 1 1 
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Readiness dimensions Possible score PIS’s score 
Is conflict suppressed and smoothed over? -1 -1 
Does the organization have a culture that is innovative and 
encourages innovative activities? 
1 0 
Does the organization have communication channels that 
work effectively in all directions? 
1 0 
Will the proposed change be viewed as generally appropriate 
for the organization by those not in senior leadership roles? 
2 2 
Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by those not 
in senior leadership roles? 
2 2 
Do those who will be affected believe they have the energy 
needed to undertake the change? 
2 0 
Do those who will be affected believe there will be access to 
sufficient resources to support change? 
2 1 
Rewards for change 
Does the reward system value innovation and change? 1 1 
Does the reward system focus exclusively on short-term 
results? 
-1 0 
Are people censured for attempting change and failing? -1 0 
Measures for change and accountability 
Are there good measures available for assessing the need for 
change and tracking progress 
1 0 
Does the organization attend to the data it collects? 1 0 
Does the organization measure and evaluate customer 
satisfaction? 
1 0 
Is the organization able to carefully steward resources and 
successfully meet predetermined deadlines? 
1 0 




Appendix D: Force Field Analysis Depicting Forces for and Against the Proposed 
Change 
 
Note. The strength of the forces can be high (H), medium (M), or low (L). 
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Appendix E: Analysis of PIS Using the Congruence Model 
 
Note. Adapted from “Organizational Frame Bending: Principles for Managing 
Reorientation,” by D. A. Nadler and M. L. Tushman, 1989, Academy of Management 
Perspectives, 3(3), p. 195 (https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1989.4274738). Copyright 1989 by 
Academy of Management. 
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Appendix F: Organizational Web Chart of the ES at PIS 
 
Teachers and aides 
who work in teams 
Teachers who do 
not work in teams 
Teachers who work 
with teams 
Educators who 
support all teachers 
and teams 
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Appendix G: The Integrated Parts of the Action Plan 
CPM phase Foci of each phase Timeline LPs LBs IP M&E CP 
Awakening  
a- Engage stakeholders in understanding the need for the change T1—Y1 1, 2 4– 8 
  
X 
b- Gain approval from ES principal, director of learning and head 
of school 
T1—Y1 1, 2 2, 4, 5, 8 
  
X 
c- Enlist others in a shared change vision T1—Y1 1, 2 1–5, 7, 8 X 
 
X 





a- Understand the perceptions of the change T1, 2–Y1 1, 2 4–8 X 
 
X 
b- Encourage acceptance of and excitement for the change T1, 2, 3—Y1 1, 2 4–8 X 
 
X 
c- Codevelop a targeted professional development plan T1—Y1 1, 2,3 2, 6–10 X 
  
d- Assemble LIFT  T1—Y1 1, 2, 3 4, 6, 8 X 
  
Acceleration  
a- Implement targeted professional development T2, 3—Y1; T1, 2, 3—Y2 2, 3 6, 8–10 X 
  
b- LIFT meetings and PDSA cycles T2, 3—Y1; T1, 2, 3—Y2 1, 2, 3 3–10 X X 
 
c- Elicit teams and teacher feedback and reflections  T2, 3—Y1; T1, 2, 3—Y2 1, 2 4–8 
 
X X 
d- Celebrate small wins  T2, 3—Y1; T1, 2, 3—Y2;  1, 2 5, 8, 9 X X X 





a- Periodically track the change and make adjustments as needed T 2, 3—Y1; T 1, 2, 3–Y2 1, 2, 3 2–5, 8 X X 
 
b- Develop and deploy new coteaching structures and systems  T 3–Y1; T 3–Y2 1, 2, 3 3–8 X 
 
X 
Note. CPM = change path model; LPs = leadership principles; LBs = leadership behaviours; IP = implementation plan; M&E = monitoring and 
evaluation; CP = communication plan; T = trimester; Y = year.  
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Appendix H: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 
Baseline study Monitoring plan Evaluation plan 
What is measured Indicators Targets 
Monitoring  






and timing Stakeholders 
Evaluation question appropriateness: To what extent were all PIS ES teachers involved in the implementation of the change? 
Current number of 



























One surveys to 
ES faculty end 




Current number of 






teachers and teams 
applying 
collaborative 














twice a year.  
 







Outcomes of the 

















once every 6 to 

















Baseline study Monitoring plan Evaluation plan 
What is measured Indicators Targets 
Monitoring  






and timing Stakeholders 
Current teams’ and 
teachers’ perceived 
collective 
responsibility to all 
students’ learning.  
Effectiveness of 
professional 













and director of 
learning three 
times a year.  
Online survey 












Evaluation question efficiency: To what extent were the solutions implemented within the expected and planned resources: (time, personnel, and budget)? 
Current time spent 
in planning meetings 
and professional 
development. 










Schedules, records. Change leader 




















Financial records. ES principal 
and change 












Baseline study Monitoring plan Evaluation plan 
What is measured Indicators Targets 
Monitoring  






and timing Stakeholders 
Evaluation question impact: What expected and unexpected results were yielded by this change? 
Current factors that 
support and hinders 
the vision and 
outcomes of this 
change. 
Factors that 
support and hinder 
the vision and 
outcomes of the 
change.  
Increase factors 
that support the 
change and 
reduce those 
that hinder the 
change.  
Semistructured 
interviews, surveys.  
 ES principal, 
change leader, 
literacy coach 





and surveys.  
One interview 





twice a year. 
Online survey 






Evaluation question sustainability: “What might be the ongoing benefits of this change?” (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p. 197). 
Meeting agenda 
from other types 
meetings (see 
Appendix A). 
Outcomes of the 
change (see Figure 
4). 
Medium-term 
goals 1–3 (see 
Figure 4) 
applied in 



































Appendix I: Draft Evaluation Criteria and Questions 
Evaluation criteria Evaluation question 
Appropriateness To what extent were all PIS ES teachers involved in the 
implementation of the change? 
Effectiveness To what extent were the outcomes of the change achieved? 
Efficiency To what extent were the solutions implemented within the 
expected and planned resources? 
Impact What expected and unexpected results were yielded by this 
change? 
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Appendix K: Ethical Considerations in the Key Processes of the Context-Specific M&E 
Framework 
M&E framework 
processes Ethical considerations 
Stakeholder 
engagement 
Avoid or disclose conflicts of interest. 
Make the process of stakeholder selection transparent and equitable. 
Empower stakeholders. 
Selecting what to 
measure: Goals and 
outcomes  
Select goals and outcomes that are feasible and relevant. 
Data collection 
processes 
Data collection respects the individuals and maintains the privacy 
and confidentiality of responders. 
Adequate feedback is sought and provided from all stakeholders. 
The data collection process follows nonjudgmental attitudes towards 
change recipients and implementers. 
Data analysis and 
reporting 
Data analysis, interpretation, and reporting is timely and impartial. 
Data analysis, interpretation, and reporting promotes collective 
accountability for all students’ learning and well-being. 
Utilization of 
results 
Use results in a timely and appropriate manner for the agreed-upon 




Appendix L: The Communication Plan 











need for the change. 
Build awareness of the need for change 
using Armenakis et al.’s (1999) five 
message components. 
Mostly face to face (formally 
and informally), email, and 
weekly memos.  
All ES teachers and teacher 
aides, ES principal. 
b- Gain approval and 
support for ES 
principal and director 
of learning. 
Address the theoretical underpinnings of 
this OIP and the role of the ES principal in 
the change process. Use tactics to influence 
superiors such as using and giving reasons 
as well as informing, educating, and seeking 
feedback (Cawsey et al., 2016).  
Face-to-face, formally and 
informally. Small group and 
individually.  
ES principal, director of 
learning. 
c- Enlist others in a 
shared change vision. 
Stakeholders understand and own the 
change vision. 
Face-to-face workshop with 
entire faculty. Face to face in 
small groups and 
individually. Written 
communication: memos and 
emails.  
All ES teachers and teacher 











a- Understand the 
perceptions of the 
change. 
Listen to stakeholders and address concerns.  Face to face formally and 
informally. Small group and 
individually.  
All ES teachers and teacher 
aides, ES principal, director 
of learning. 
b- Facilitate 
acceptance of and 
encourage excitement 
for the change. 
Communicate the objective and goals of the 
change. Communicate key steps of the 
implementation and monitoring plan. Focus 
the communication message on personal 
valence. Seek feedback.  
Face to face formally and 
informal in small group and 
individually. Whole faculty 
meetings. Memos and 
emails. 
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c- Elicit teams and 
teacher feedback and 
reflections.  
Seek feedback on the implementation of the 
change as well as the professional 
development plan.  
Google forms, face to face 
informal and formal small 
group and individually. 
Emails.  
ES learning leaders and ES 
teachers. 
d- Celebrate small 
wins.  
Communicate small wins in relation to the 
change vision, impacts and goals.  
Face to face formally and 
informal in small group and 
individually. Whole faculty 
meetings. Memos and 
emails. 
ES parents, all ES teachers, 
ES teacher aides, ES 
principal, director of 
learning, school director, 





Communicate information derived from the 
monitoring and evaluation data analysis. 














 b- Develop and 
deploy new 
coteaching structures, 
systems and practices 
that involves all 
teachers and teams in 
the ES. 
Communicate how new coteaching 
structures function at PIS. Communicate the 
centrality of collaborative inquiry. 
Face to face formally and 
informal in small group and 
individually. Whole faculty 
meetings. Memos and 
emails. 
ES parents, ES teachers, ES 
teacher aides, ES learning 
leaders, ES literacy coach, 
ES principal, director of 
learning, school director, 




Appendix M: Anticipated Questions and Answers During the Awakening and 
Mobilization Phases 
Anticipated questions Anticipated answers 
Message 
component 
Our team already 
collaborates and works 
well together. Why would 
we need to do more? 
As a school we value both collaboration 
and inquiry. Our trusting relationships build 
the foundation of our teams. However, for 
the most part, team meetings are about 
logistics, tips and tricks, and sharing of 
ideas. We want to base team meetings on an 
inquiry model that focuses on the co-
constructs of ideas and knowledge through 
dialogue and effective questioning. We 
want the majority of team meetings to put 
data and evidence of student learning at the 
centre of conversations and use a process 
and protocols to examine this evidence.  
Discrepancy 
I have a different teaching 
style than my team 
members. Do I now need 
to teach in the same way 
as them? 
We all indeed have different teaching 
styles. This change will provide you with 
an opportunity to observe and critique your 
and others’ teaching styles. It is hoped that 
by doing so, individual teaching styles 
improve and evolve.  
Efficacy 
LIFT are teacher-led 
inquiries, but these LIFT 
are assembled and 
developed by the change 
leader and facilitator to 
implement and monitor 
the change. Will learning 
leaders be able to engage 
with their own LIFT?  
The change process will use LIFT as the 
engine to implement and monitor the 
change. Using a known and embedded PIS 
system will facilitate the change process. 
Learning leaders who want to participate in 
other LIFT will be welcome to do so. 
Learning leaders will be provided with the 




How time consuming will 
this change be? We 
already have enough on 
our plates.  
Every change requires a time investment. 
Teams will be provided with additional 
time to meet, and the change process is 
extended to 2 years. We will monitor the 
change implementation process and adjust 





Anticipated questions Anticipated answers 
Message 
component 
Why is coteaching a good 
idea in a school with a 
10%–15% turnover?  
Teacher turnover is a challenge in any 
international school. A coteaching model 
might make the transition of new teachers 
more challenging. We will hire teachers 
with experience and/or passion for 
coteaching. We will train teachers in how to 
effectively go through the process of team 
formation. Our professional development 
plan with regards to coteaching and 
collaborative inquiry will be ongoing so 




I already coteach with the 
EAL teacher. Why would 
we need to amplify and 
extend this model to 
include other team 
members? 
We have spent the past few years learning 
how to coteach with EAL teachers. Some 
teams have used a variety coteaching 
models more than others. We have gathered 
feedback about the benefits of coteaching, 
and we have researched them even further. 
We will build from what we have learned 
and know to amplify our coteaching 
practices. These practices, rooted in our 
values of collaboration and teamwork, will 
harness the complementary experiences and 
skills of educators to benefit all the students 




I am a competent and 
highly experienced 
teacher. I work hard to 
meet the needs of my 
students. Working for my 
students is time-
consuming. How is this 
change going to benefit 
my students and me? 
An amplified and enhanced coteaching 
model including all teaches in a grade level 
will promote and support educators by 
sharing the responsibility for supporting 
and being responsive to the learning needs 
of all students in a grade level.  
Efficacy and 
appropriateness 
Our team meets regularly. 
We plan all the time 
together. Why do we now 
need to use collaborative 
inquiry when what we 
have been doing has 
worked so well?  
Collaborative inquiry is a process that will 
enhance the way teams plan and will 
therefore help to build even stronger 
collaborative teaching relationships among 






Anticipated questions Anticipated answers 
Message 
component 
I have experience with co-
instruction models when I 
work with the EAL 
teacher. How are we 
supposed to make these 
models work with more 
teachers? 
Our individual and shared experiences and 
knowledge of coteaching will help us 
determine how to amplify and enhance the 
model. We will also provide professional 
development that will include being in 
contact with, visiting, and studying other 
schools that have implemented coteaching 






A co-instruction model 
can be supported by the 
open learning spaces in 
the lower grades, but in 
the high grades (Grades 
3–5), the classrooms have 
not been remodelled. How 
are we going to make it 
work with three classes 
per grade level?  
Indeed, open learning spaces in the lower 
grades will facilitate co-instruction. Hence, 
co-instruction in upper grades might need 
additional thinking and might look 
different. Yet our collective experience with 
coteaching will help us figure out what co-
instruction models might look like when 
the learning spaces do not facilitate it.  
Efficacy, 
appropriateness 
 
